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Abstract

The segment of the United States population categorized as
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) is characgprized by a high unem-
ployment rate and a larde number of secondary school dropouts. ThQ_/,'
United States Congress has provided funding for special programs
including the 1976 Vocational Education Amendments (VEA) to the 1963
Vocational Education Act which earmarked funds f;r the LEP popula-
tion in the fo;m of Bilingual Vocational programs. This amen@ment
also mandated Fh; evaluation of all funded areas.

The survey conducted during this study identified the lack of

state models for the evaluation of Bilingual Vocational Education

‘a.

Programs {BvPs). The state of Florida, 1n order to comply with the

.
. -

1976 VEA, authorized the development of -Bilingual Vocational Instruc- _

tional Program Review (BVIPR).

This study addressed: a) the identification cf the standards

and criteria necessary for quality BVPs and b) the development of
the BVIPRC. ‘

The rationale for this study was developed from the theory that
evalvation {s a procesé that can lead to development, improvement,
ard rational decision é:king for educational programs.

‘Dqta were obtained in three phases from petsonqel involved in
the ins€ruction of LEP students in the state'bf‘Florida. A result o?f

this study was the development of the BVIRPC. ,This component included

the standards and criteria needed for évality BVPs as well as those

-
.
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! 4
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTICH

-The segment of the United States population‘céte—
gérized as Limited English P;oficiency (LE?) has been
¢haracterized by a high unemployment raté ard-a large numkter
of secondary school dropouts. This group also has "the
tendency . . . t® end up in entry level skill occupations

N

where employment is irregular and salaries arz low"

(United States Department of Labor Report, 1976.)'
. In addition. the 1978 Qational Center for Educational

Statistics (NCES) report stated that: (a) one in ten

children between tne aées of 6 and 18 is from a norn-Engl:ish

language background, (k) ‘23 states have at least 10 lancuage

minority populations; and (c¢) two put of threé members

of rhe identified LEP populations were bcrn in the United

States, Puerto Rico, or some other United States territory.

The report further stated that "voung language minérity cersons

appeai tq be ;ducatisnally disadvantaged on two key measures:

School grade attainment for (their) age, and dropout ra:e."

The average dropout rat2 for the Eaflish sreaking students is

_approximately 10% of the total populaticn (ages 14-25%).

_——
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*

whereas students with lim?ted English rkackarounds have =z
50 to 40% dropcut rate. " Thus, the probability of LEP £
students dropping out is substantially greater than thaé of
students whose dcminant language is English (NCES, Spring:
1978, p. 1). ) .

The LEP population is composed of .22 méjor,language
groups plus a large number of minor ones. The largest '
group ot LEP minorities is Hispanic. Of the five milliaon
identified LEP persons in'ghe United States, three million
are of Hispanic origin. —Hispadﬁcs have a school dropout rate
of 45%. This is especially relevant to the state of Florida,
one of the nine states in which 90% of the United States'
Hispanic population is located (NCES, Spring 1978, p. 1).

The 1974 Bilingual Educatign Amendment tc the 1968
=“lementary and Seccndary School Act (ESEA) and the 1962 N

N : .

vocational Education Act (VEA), as amended in 1976, earnark
specific funds for the LEP pophiations. In addiction, the state

of Flerida has orovided‘specific prdgrams for the LEP vpopula-

o
H

on on a lccal basis. These programs, identified as 8ilin-
guaf'vncational Education P;cgrams (BVPs) , provide students
with occ&pat;onal training and the oppor*unlty to 1morove !
,thelr English language skills. B;llnqual Vo#atlonal qucatlon
(training) was defined by the 1976 Vocational Educagjion

Amendment as:

Training or retraining in wnhich instruction .



is presented in kboth the English lansuage and
the dominant (target) lah}uage‘of the persons
receiving training and which is conducted as
part of a program de;igned to prepare indivi-
duaié for employment. . .

The students served by BVE are individuals of
"é%hlted English Speaking Ability "(LESR). LESA is deflped

by the 1976 Vocational Education Amendment as:

1. 1Individuals who were not born im'the;United
States or whose native tongue is a ianguage other than

Englaish. L

2. Indivicials who came from environments
where a language other than English is dominant. and by
reasons thereof, have difficulties speaking and understanding
instyuction in the English language. LESA was changed
to Limited English Proficiency (LEP) by the N~vember 1,
1978 Public Law 95-56;, ofrthe Blingual Education Act.

The state of florida has no states leQel.defini;ion
for BVE or specific p&licies on how the needs of the LEP
students were to be met. Each school district board
within the state d;termines how they will meet the need.
of the LEP students enrolled in vocational progr;ms. Twe
examples are:

1. Dade County provides some vocational programs

1n the target language; and




2. Escambia County requires students to enroll in

ESL.programs and obtain a minimum English proficiency

bqf:;g entering the vocational class (Kandarakis, Telephone

Intérviaw, 1981). .

<"8VE programs, in this study, are defined as

L 4

those programs with LEP students cnrolléd oY dediring enroll-
ment. Traditional VE programs are defined as vocational
programs in which the students speak, read, and write

the English language. Bilingual programs funded by the

31lingual Education Amendmeng.Title VIT (1974) to the

Elementary and Secondary SéHool Act, are not addressed.

A

~
Backyround of the Problem »

Accountability for vocational education in all areas
- )
has been mar . ~d by the federal government for all state

B

departments or education. In order for states to receive -
»

funding- under the existing Smith-Hughes Act anAd the 1963
Vocational Eduvcation Acts (VEA), as amended in 1976, a plan
for the evaluation of all areas funded under these bills nmust

-

be devélqped. This act places an emphasis on the validation
' p
of 8ervices to socially, economically, and educationally-dis-
advantaged persons, including those with LEP, with respect to
their participation in vocations education,
- The personnel in the Division ¢£ Vocational
/Egaégtion of the State of Florida, in grder to comply with the

1976 VEA specifications, developed in the "Flprida State Plan
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for Vocational E=ducation,'" often referred to as the

. . . SN .
Florida Five Year Plan for Vocational E€gucation. This plan

is reviewed each year agcording to.specific criteria and
changes are made accordingly (Giehls, Personal Intervieu,
1980).. The plan requires that the Division of VocatJonal
Lducatlén conduct ‘state evaluation of programs in an effort

/
to: C

.provide effective and erfficient implemen=-

“tation ;ndTnéeded modification of vocational
programs, services“and activities, evaluét;on
must be systematically designed and conducted
to provide information in guantitative terms
regarding the;;llocation of human material
resources (Florida State Plan for Vocational
Edication, Part A,~1978, 1.99p. }8).
The Division of Vocational Education, in compliance
with these regulations,»déveloped a process model for the
evaluation of Vocational Education (VE) programs in the State
of Florida at all levels: hnigh school, vocational technical
GChOOlS, and'community colleggs (Vocational Education
Instructional Program Review, 1980-81). The criteria and
standards spécified in the model for the ‘evaluation of voca-
tional education had not been examined with reference to the

evaluation needs of BVPs. ' )

Significance of the Problem

The Florida Department of Education, Division of



ssm e

Public Schools (MIS Statistical Report, Series 80;153 March .
1980) has identifijed 28,105 students with LEP in the state.
These statistics apply to the status‘prior to the 1980 Cuban

and Haitian influx, the effects of which, at the time of this
writing, have not been officially evaluated with reference to

the LEP population in Florida.“ This ;esearchér conducted a
telephone survey between May 21-{1, 1980 to identify existing
BVPs in the State of Florida. Re;ults revealed a concern by
vocational‘peréOhnel in many areas of the state regarding.

their ability to provide services to the anticipated influx

13

of these new LEZP people {see Appendix A). "From 80,000 to

1

105,000 refugees from the Cuban exodus have settled "in Dade
County or just over dts borders, straining the facilities
of the area !including ‘education) of 1.6 million people.”

(New York Times, April 19, 1981, p.l). Additiénally, inter-

views with vocational personnel in Florida revealed their
helief that the new LEP population would have difficulty
obtaining employment’wiéhout adequate English cqmmunication
skills and vocational training. The vocational skills required
by those vocational personriel are those suitable to the
region in which the new LEP popdiation plans to settle.

The need for BVPs in the State of Florida has been
recognized by the educationai personnel in the district
" .presently conducting thesé programs (sé; Aprendix B).
These bilingual veocational education programs, though

vocational, presented a2 new dimension that was not incorporated

16
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into the existinag process model fcr evaluation of vccational

)

.edycation within Florida.
. . In qddiéipn, telephone and personal interviews

(see apvendix C) and the reuziew of literaturé had failed .
N to identify any models for the specific evaluation otf BQEPs'at

the state level -in the United States. This was confirmed

1
~

by a state-by-stateAinquiry of vocational education

departments. »

L4

g «  Purpose of the Study .

The purpose of this study was to develop a process
evaluation model for BVPs in the State of Florida. The

model includes those criteria ahd standards, identified

.

during the study, as necessary for effective BVPs, in

addition to the ones required for vocational education
¢ 4 l\ /

by.the State of Florida, Department of Education.

Rationale and Theorgtical Framework -
82

The rationale for this study was developed from the
view that evaluation is a process that can lead té
development, imprOyement,'and decision making for educational
programs. Accountability for ed;cation became a mandate fcr
many\?ducators thrcugh the provision of the Elementary and
Secondary Cducatior Act (ESEA) of 1976,

©  The theoretical c®iceptualization of e\.ralua‘tiqn
has been explicated and researched bty such educators as

Scfiven (1976) , Hammond (1969), Stufilebeam (1971), and

Provus (1971), while. fhe ccncept itself appearad even

17




earlier in the education process (Tylexr, 1342).

From evaluation theories, pragmatlé evaluation
models evolved, and the research conducted with these
models has established evalﬁation as a means for developing
and improving educational Programs and decision making
JStufflebeam, 1971§. Evaluation has also becom A means

‘for meeting accountability requirements at both federal and

! -

state levels, e.g., the requirements for evajuation
P

specified in the ESEA (1965) with its 1974 amendﬁents

PP ]

and VEA (1976). Thus, the staif of the State of Florida,

b

Department of Education, Divisizn of Vocational Education,

¥

provided for the development of the Vocational Education

o

Instructional Program Review--a process hogel; Pennsylvania,
a discrepancy model;‘aﬂd Michigan, an adaptét{on of
Stufflebeam's Context, Input, Process, and Proéue£.(CIPP)
Evaluation Model for total péogram evaluatign. Based on
the research conducted for this study, a svecific tyvpe(s)

of model(s) optimal for meetingfaécoﬁntability requir;%énts

had not been determined. \7

'Five methods were identified by Smith (1979) as ccm-
monly used for the evaluation of federally funded programs:
(a) "system evaluation, (h) program evaluation, (c) person,
evaluation, (d) product evaluation, and (e) other/mixed.
Each evaluation approach, though different, can be used for

i
the purpose of meeting accountability requirements in the event

that the methodcloyy is not pre-specified. The approaches

18

N




identified on the prev.ous page are defined as follows:

» ‘
1. Svstem Evaluyation: "Evaluation necessary 1n

) prbviding information for decisions abcut the state cf a
system” (Alkin, 1969).. It is used éo determine the
difference between the desired situation .and the true out-
comes of program or project. This is a form of .product eval-
uatcion or the macro level.

2. Program Evaluation: :Evaluétion on the micro

or local level. Tha specific program or project is-‘examined
) .
with reference -0 the desired outcomes. The use of process

. Ve
evaluatiéh is the evaluation of the treatment by looking at -

it instead of the outcome (product) (Scriven, 19%979). It

is also referred to as formative evqluation when conducted

’

during the development for improvement of a program

(Scriven, 1957). !
¥

3. Person Evaluation: Evaluation of personnel,

4

trainees, clients, and others who are involved in the
.program or project. The focus here is on the personnel .
Yevel instead of on a program or system levsl (Spith, 1379).

4. Product'Evaluation: Measurement and intervre-

tation of attainment at the end of the project cycle

(Stufflebeam, 1971).

L]
3

5. Mixed:  Incorporation into the evaluation
proceduzes of more than oane method, These approaches enume-
i N PN
ratdd by Smith (1979) are further supvorted by the rationale

4
.

19



presehted by the exﬁerts.
"Tyler (1942).presented evaluation as a system_

whereby decisions could be made based on t@//CUhgruence

between the stated objectives and the neasured outcomes.

In addition to that, Scrlven‘f1976) proposed the idea of
"goal free" evaluation, the purpose of thch is to proviae
for the inclusion of the unintended outcomés in the

program evaluation and decision makiqg. Thus, goal free
evaluation is conducted by an evaluatof'who has not been in-
formed of the program's specifie goals: In this approach ’
the merit of the program is determined through total
evaluation. |

Stufflebeam et al. (1971) developed a model for o

total program eviluation from its initial inception to

final product. The rationale was presented in the CIPP mode.

for program evaluation (Stufflebeam, 1971). a1 overall "
program evaluation approach is also presented by Stake {1967),
- whose "Countenance of Educazion Model" provides the description

of intentstand actual observations and the use >i standards or

;he basis of which judgements are mgde about a program or
ﬁproduct.

Hammond (1969) presented a modelsfor locail eveluatiog
t> determine program effectiveness in terms of how well
desired objectives.have been obhtained. This model cculd be ~

. expanded to an evaluation of programs on the state level to

provide accountakility to the federal funding scurce in the
’

. ~ 20
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same way it could be used by the community to provide
- accountaPility to the state funding source.

—~ Provus (1969) referred to the use Qf periormance

(proddct).against desired outcome (goals of the procgram)

tc determine whether to improve, maintain or terminate a
gzggram. His model has béen identified as'the "discrepancy
model."
. The models mentioned here and tpeir relationship to
the éystems identified by Smith are represented in Figure 1.

- /
The figure illustrates the models that may be used by the

.
programs to meet their need for accountability. It further
diagrams ,the partial program evaluaéioﬁ thdt is acceptable for
meet ing the federal accountability standards. For exémple,

the program that adapted Stufflebeam's CIPP model or Scriven's

Formative Summative Evaluation model wopld be conduéting four

rovus. Tyler, and Hammond

evaluation procedures y, The models of

would incorporate twn evaluation procedures, and Stake's only one.
7 N
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Figqure !. Relationships of evaluation systems and models.
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The models developed by Stake, Scriven, Provus,
Hammond, Sﬂ%fflebeam, ahd Tyler are examples of the use
of evaluation for the purpose of accountability. A
synthesis of the goals and objectives of*thesé models is
stated:by this research%; 1s a methodologf'for describing,
sbtaining, and providing information for making judgmenﬁs
and determining. the worth-of a program or project. .,/

The evaluation framework proposed in this study,
which draws on ghe theories and models presented by these )
theoreticians, is designed to provide a system that .
hmeets the accountability demands of the state and federal
agencies as wellas permits informed decision making.
Limitations of the Study

’

This study was condugted for the State cf Florida.

The generalizations made with respect to findings and
state progégms may be of limited use to other states due
to differing geographic regions and population composition.
The participants were in programs identified through the
init.ial survey and chaining procedures. t is.possibl;

that there are other types of programs that were not

identified.

&L
—




CHAPTER II

-

’ REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The review of litarature for the evaluation of
BVE was based on an examination of the'available literature
on state evaluation of general education, vocational educa-
tion (VE), and bilingual vocational education (BVE)s Further
information was obtained through personal and telephone
interviews and corréspondence, including a letter to each
state director of vocational education. .

The literature reviewed, correspondence received,
and.interviews conducted c¢onfirmed that state evaluation
exisﬁs on the levelg of general education and vocational
education. Thirty state directors responded to the
letters; of these, five provided state program ewaluation
models that make specific reference to the needs of the
LEP students who are enrolled cor desire to enréil (New .
L ork, California, Michigan, Delaware, and Colorado). -

' The pPurpose of evaluation was defined by the

leaders in the field in several ways.. Tylex‘(1942),
Stufflebean (1968), and Cronbach (136BJ referred to

evaluation as decision making process. Aikin (1969), ¢

Aster and Pano (1971), Provus {1971), Scriven (1977),

- 13 )
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and Staxke (1967) added the dimension of program improve-

ment to decision making and to the purpose of evaluation

'
Thus, evaluation may be defined as a process used to
initiate improvements and to make decisions with ref:orence

to an ongoing program or project. Another definition of

ot
TR

evaluation réggrs to total program development. This
concept is well represented by the models developed by
Stufflebeam (1971), Scriven 0966). Provus (1971), and
Stake (1967). These models provide the ideal method of

) program%valuation, though not necessarily the methodology
used 1n progranm evalaation toddy. Worthen and Sanders

* (1978) defined process evaluatic. as a means of meeting
the foliowingzthrél objectives: (a) to detect or predict

-

defects; (b) to provide information for decision making;
A Y

and (c) to maintain a recora of the procedures as they
occur. -
State evaluatién models, developed to meet the
Elementary and Secondary Educatjion Act (ESEA) requirements,
wggf not standardized in their purpose or mnethodology.
The Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania Public School Model, developed
by Provus (1965), was a discrepancy model in contra;t to
the Saginaw Public School Md&el that was based on
Stufflebeam's CIPP Model (Context, Input, Process and
Product). The Pennsylvénia and Saginaw Public School

”

Models meet the evaluation requirements of ESEA, but
A .

24
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i
represent different concepts of educational evaluation.

-4
. J
The Saginaw model provided for full 2valuation of zro-

grams extending from the determination of need (context
td the outcome (product). This iype of model provided
for continuous evaluation and/or ad hoc evaluation,’ the
Pittsburgh model, a discrepancy type model, only‘{ecords
differences beGieen the intent and what is being done.
Evaluation as represented by the models of
Stufffebeam, Scri&en, and Stake is not necessarily rep-
licated in the evaluation systems implemented today.
The purpose of evaluation is'generally conducted to obtain
educational funding from sponsors that mandate its
inclusion, such as the ﬁSEA, VEA, and Title VII.
Wently (1970) stated that "evaluators usually get 31 copy

-«

of the funding proposal and . . . say this is the design,
let's go see if thi; is happening."’ This type - eval-
uation, though valid (Borch, 1977; Prowvus, 1971), does

noﬁ discover unintended positive and negative outcomes.
Stuiflebeam (1971) refers to this as the "no significant
difference syndrome " and cites the Higher Horizons program
in New York as an example. The program evaluators found
no significant change, whereas the teachers, parents, and
administrators believed the program was a success.

The models for present day program evalua-

tion are often a composite of the traditional models.

\
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For example, Borch (1977) used Alkin and 3take for his
basis, but believes evaluation should answer only those
questions that are specified through the goals of ghe
program developer and/or implementors.

The categories that the fésearcher'believes
provide program evaluaticn are: (a) process evalua-
tion; (b) product evaluation; (c) total program evaluation;
and (d) stratified program evaluation (the use of only
the program goals“and objeccive§ in the evaluation design).

The use of program evaluation by the states was
‘mandated by the EleTentary Secondary Education Act (éSEA)
in 1965 and its 1974 amendments. States receiving funds
under the ESEA and VEA were reduired to develop evaluation
procedures, providing data for the accountability of their
spending. The evaluation models developed to meet tthe
requirements have a combination of several categories of
evaluation., Florida's Vocational Education Program Review
is a process evaluation model, whereas the New Jersey

tate Model is a process-product evaluation model (New

Jersey Statetpdﬁcagion Department, May 1980).

Thé evaluation 6f education implies the evaluation
qf each component of the educational enterprise: spécial
education, bilingual education, vocational education, and

others. Each of these components represents different

needs that should be considered in the development of a

26
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state evaluation design. The two components that will

be considered in this study are vocational education

and bilingual vocational education. S
As with general education, a primary.purpose

for evaluation of vocational education is a basis for

funding. The 1963 Vucational Education Act, as amended

in 1968 and 1976, mandated that ev§luation be included

in the vocational education system. Evaluation of

vocational education has been implied since the passage

of the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917. This act required the

creation of the State Board of Vocational Education and

the preparation of plans outlining necessary qualifications

of instructors, facilities, equipment, and supplies to be

used in the course of studies and teacher training plans.

This board was to submit a report to the federai govern-

ment outlihing the year's accomplishments and detailing

how tle funds were spent. Each state complied. but the

data were not collected in a usable manner (Datta, 1979).
The 1968 Vocational Education Amendme 1t (VEA), which

mandated for a more structured type of evaluation, was

an outgrowth of the Gresat Society's ;anpower and poverty

programs (Evans, 1974). The other educational phenomenon

that affected educational evaluction was the demand for

accourntability in education. According to Evans (1974},

"it is hard to determine if the increase in evaluation

27
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;aused the demand for accountability or the increased
demand for atcountability caused an 1increase 1n evalua-
tion."

Hoyt (1976) suggested that the total educational
system has a new permanent component--evaluation. This
is supported by the 1970 reoréanization of the United
States Office of Education that centralized evaluation
staff and funds, housing them in the Office of Planning,
Budgeting, and Evaluation (OPBE). This was the beginning
of mandated third party’ evaluation fcr federally funded
educational programgi The creation of the OPBE was tech-

nically che beginni of the thrust of program evaluaticn

into the educationai domains The actual statewide prograp
evaluation models still ;EPreseﬂt "srocess" (Starr, 1970).
This is exemplified by £he models of Florida (1980) and

. California (1979). Starr stated that the "state model
for vocational evaluation'is best exemplified by a érocess-
product evaluation." The 1976 VEA offered the 1atest
support‘for the implementation of evaluatica of the
federally funded projects.

Programs funded by the 1976 VEA required the

inclusion of evaluation for vocational guidance and coun-

v

seling personnel, preservice, and inservice training,

L]

renovation cof facilities, grants to overcome sex bias,

-
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and funds to assist state planhlng. ‘The amendments

. P g s /.
also created new evaluation and accountability réquire-,

ments (Datta, 1979). : L

To meet the new requirements, the State of Florida

has developed a process model for the evaluation.of voca- '

tional education programs (1980-81). 1Illinois (Bulletin _ .
#35-971), Massachusetts (1969), Ohio (1973-74), New

Jersey (l977f also have or are in the process of develop--

ing models to evaluate their vocational education programs.

These models are process or process-product evaluation
and have three major areas of concern: (a) staff,
(b) materials, equipment and supplies; and |dc) curriculum.

4
The general purpose of all cf these models is to provide

states withhinformation that ‘will enagle them to improve
and/or make decisions on their vocatioral education
programs.

General eddcation and vocational education have
' 2en evaluated with reference to local and national cri-
teria and standards. The new member of the family,
bilingual vocational education, has yet to be fully

_evaluated on a state or national level.
The purpose of BVE is to provige training to

persons of Limited English Proficiency (LEP) who are

unemployed or underemployed and unable tc behefit from

traditional English training (Abstract of the Bilingual

ERIC - 29
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Vocational Training Grants, 1978, Bureau of Occupational
and Adult Edpcafion, Division ¢f Research and Demonstra-
tion Branch). The additional aim of BVE is to improve,
the English of participantsaduring the time they ate ’

learning a skill.

The objectives, as synthesized by this researcher

from the review of federal and state project materials,

are: ¢ e
1. To provide transitional BVE training till

such time as thev can enter the traditional VE.

2. To provide English as a Second Language (ESL) )
training concurrently with vocational training

3. To provide students w;th entry level skills
fcr the occupation of their choice

4. To piouvide students with vocational English
skills in both oral and written areas of communication
5. To provide st;dents with skills to pass
licensing~or certification examinations as necessary

-
and -

6. To pro@!ﬁe hands-on experience for those
students wﬁo need it in order to obtain the occupaticnal
skills (Occupational Instruction for Limited English
Speaking Abilitf LESA, No. 81702 and 81705, New York
‘City; Bilingual Training Out-of School Youth and Adults

in Occupational Areas, Grant No. G-007702037, Westbury,

3V
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New York; An Exemplary Program of:Expanded’éilingdal
Occupational Education Opportunity by way of the Team
Teaching ﬁpproaéh, Project No. COTQ-D-721 and CO77-D-721;

Bilingﬁal Chinese Chef Training Program, New York City:

1978-79 Interim Report; Bilingual Vocational Guidance and
Education, Needs Assessment in Michigan, Easte}n~Michigan
Upiversity, Contract No. 33C8-7442-6; Fitchburg State
. College Bilingual Vocational Training Program, 1976).
R -

The five state models identified as having
. ' ]

reference to LEP students;represent three types of
models:’
1. Michigan
Neéds Assessment (a determination of need)
2. New York, Delaware, and California .
Process Models (a look at the treatment
rather than the outcome)
3. Colorado
Discrepancy Model (to identify gaps
between objectives and actual situations)
These models, though different, meet the 1977 VEA require-
ments for develdéing an evaluation model by‘}982 f9r the
LEP population enrolled or degiring enrollment in VE

'

programs.
d %
The process models identified the following areas

for state level evaluation: instruction (not necessarily )
¢

N
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-

bilingualj), facilities, materials, equiprent, supplies, .

<
'

recruitment, counselipg, placement, follow-up, demo-
graphic data, admission procedures, teacher qualifications,
inservice courses for staff, advisory council, student
organizations, program completers and leaQers, and
support services. The\methodology used in each model to
determine if the student's needs in this area are being
.t proviééd are different. For example, the Delaware and
Colorado models evaluate instructional materials in
different ways. ) ' . .
Delaware and Colorado refer to the needs of the ,

Pl :
LEP students enrolled in vocational proarams in their

general 'vocational program evaluatiqg models. These'
models emphasize process evaluation procedures, a form
.of evaluation that is often used by the state evaluators.
when reviewing vocational programs, i.e., New York, Maine,
and California. The process models that are employed in .
the various states do not use a uniform set of standards
and criteria that could be used for comparison of programs
between states. The models of Delaware and Colorado pro--
. vide an example of this in their methods of evaluating

instructional materials.

The instructional materials’are evaluated by the
Delaware state evaluation personnel using the state model

1

in reference to bias toward sex, race, LEP, disadvantaged,
' i
- f

-

F$
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handicapped, and mincrity groups. The Colcrado evaluation
personnel, using their state model, refer only to.
sex fairness of schdol publications, promotional brochurés,
and literature contents. The Colorado model also includes
the review of tests to eliminate those containing sex
bias.

5

Although both‘states refer to the needs of the
LEP in viocational education, only the Delaware model
inecludes their needs with reference to instructional
materials. This example shows that the lack of uniform
standards and criteria for evaluation permits the individ-
ual states to determine the areas for invest{igation in
reference to needs of all vocational students, including
the LEP.

The State of Florida Vocational Education Instruc
tlonal Program Review, a orqgess evaluation model that was
belng employed by the Bureaukb{ Vocational Research, Dissemi-
nation and Evaluation consultants for program review of
all programs, did not include the specific needs of the
LEP students. in addition, the standards and criteria
necessary for school programs to be refunded were only
those necessary for Full Time Equivalent (FTE) funding
(Harrell, Interview, 1981). The Bilingual Vocational

Instructional Program Review Compohent (BVIPRC) developed

d. »ing this project is based on the Florida State

33
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-
Vocational Educa+tion Instructional Program Review Mocel
as mandated by the State of Florida, Division of Voca-
tional Education which sponsored this project.

)
Since no standardized method for the evaluation -

3
]

of BVE (Troike, Interview, 1980; Babcock, Interview, 1980;
Hannenburg, Interview, 1980) ‘'was identified, a need for
validated standards and criteria was perceived for uni-
form avaluation of Bilingual Vocational Programs (2VP)

by state evaluators. The need for BVPsS for the LEP stu-
dents is supported by the finding of Rios and Hansen
(1977) who stated that LEP individuals are underemployed,
undereduéated, and lacking in work experience. They
further explained that this pogplation has a "severe
disadvantage in preparing for a role as functional citizens;
their social and employment roles are extremely limited."”
To meet the needs of its LEP students, the state of
Florida's school districts have estabiished BVPS.

These programs, though implemented, have not been examined
at the state level to determine if the needs of the LEP
studénts enrolled in these programs are being met‘

(Giehls, Interview, 1980) .

Summary of.the Review of
Literature

The major funding for vocaticnagl education and

BVE is the 1976 VEA which mandates evaluation oZf all

34
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funded progfams. The states of Michigan, New York,

Delaware, California, and Colorado have established

vocational education evaluation models khat include

reference to the needs of the LEP students. The diver- |
sity in the models--Neéds Assessment, Process Modelgt and
Discrepancy Models--do not provide a standardized method-

ology for the evaluation of BVE or VE programs with LEP

students.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

The study was conducted in thkee/phases:
(a) the iden!&fication of additional staff, staff skills,
' material, equipmgnt, supplies, and curriculum components
for Bilingual Vocational Education Programs (BVPs)
that are not necessary‘for traditional Vocational Educa-
tion (VE); (b) the identification of the standards and
criteria which, when met, would result in effective
BVPs; and (c) the development of a component of the
Vocational Education Instructional Review to be used
for the evaluation of BVPs in the State of Florida.
Phase I

The additional needs of BVPs, as compared with
traditional VE programs,were identified by the use of a
questionnaire. The questionnaire was designed to provide
the‘réspondenés with\the opportunity to express whether
or riot they believe additional staff, staff skills,
materials, fgcilities,‘equipment, supplies, and curriculum '
components are required fcr BVPs in comparison to those

required for traditioral VE programs.

26
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The questions that this aspect of the study
was desrgned to answer were as follows: ‘

1. Wwhat were the requirements for staff in BVPs
in addition to those that are required for traditional
vocational staff in the State of Florida?

2. What were the fa&ilities, equipment, and
materials needec >r the instruction of Limited-English-
Proficiency (LEP) students in vocational education’ in

,addition to those gequired for English speaking students
in the State of Florida?

3. What curriculum_pompcnents were needed.for
the instruction of LEP students in vocational education
in addition to those required for the English séeaking

students?

Phase II .

The additional standards and criteria for BVPs were
initially identified Ehéough the review of literature,
interviews, and correspondence. Once identified, tgese
standards and criteria, along with those stated in the
" Vocational Education Instructional Program Review {1980)
for the State cf Florida, were also included in the initial
questionnaire. The questionnaire was desiqned to record

the participa.t's belief as to the standards and criteria

necessary for effective BVPs in the State of Florida.

37
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The questionnaire was developed to provide the
respondents with the opportunity to determine the area

to which the standard is most appropriate: BVE, VE,

4 -

both, or none. For those standards identified as appro-

priate for BVE or both, the respondents were asked to

-~

express the degree to which they agreed that thé specified
criteria were appropriate for meeting the standard.

* The &uestion that this aspect of the study was
designed to answer was: What, if any, additional stan-
dards and criceria relevant to BVE and VE have not been
incorporated into the Florida Program Review?

Phase III

The third phase of this study was the deyelopﬁent
of a component for the evaluation of BVPs in the State of
Florida. \Thls component is composed of three sections
to correspond with the Florida Program Revigw. These
three 8ections include: (a) program self-study; (b) on-
sité visitation; and (c) post-visit activities; review
oﬁ(findings with Administrétor, wlien possible.

The BVE component includes tMenafandards and
criteria identified in part one as rélevant to BVE and/orx

r

BVE and VE in addition to those in the Florida Vocational
i/ .

Education Program Review. The additional steps that

were required for the completion of this section are

as follows:

38
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1. Develop the BVE component for the ¥E Instr— -
tional Program Review for Florida

2. piiot test the component

3. revise the component (

4. field—test revised component and evaluate
re;ults ) P

S. prepare final componené.

The question that this phase of the'study was
designed to answer was: Does this component, developed
for.the evaluation of BVPs in the State of Florida,
%movide some assurance that efféctive program; arefbelng
conducted? The BVP component was evaluated by the BVP
personnel who participated in its pilot and field test
efforts. The evaluation consisted of a response form
that was completed by the researcher during the on-site
conferences during the pilot test and an evaluation form
that was completed by the participants during the field > ,
test, self-evaluation segmenﬁ, in the pilot and field
test of the BVIPRC. ‘\\\

The pilot test consisted of- the participants
completing the self-study form ;nd the on-site visit by
the researcher. During the on-site visit of post-visit
activity, the researcher and the participant(s) conferred

on the reliability of interpretation of the instrument

and validity of the standards and-criteria. Each standard

39



30

and criteria were reviewed by the participant(s) and
researcher to evaluate the respondent's interpretation
of th; standard and criteria. Additionally, the partici-
pant identifieqd the area to which the criteria were most
relevant, i.e.,3V§/VE, BVE only, ESL only, Si not
appropriate for vocational programs with LEP students
enrolled. Any qualifying statements that were made by
the respondents were also noted.

The data obtained from the validation of thé
criteria for their standards were analyzed by cumglative
freqhency and percentage. Eachcriterion that was selected
by a minimum of 60% of the respondents for BVE /VE
plus BVE only was perceived as valid by the respondents.

The. field test of the I'’IPRC consisted of the
participénts completing the revised self-study form and
the instrument evaluation form plus the on-site visit byl

-
the researcher. During the on-site visit, or post-visit
activity the researcher anéd the respondents reviewed the
instrument to evaluate the reliability of its interpreta-
tion. The evaluation forms were coll;cted and reviewed
at a later date.

The'analysis of data from the evaluation of the
BVIPRwaas by cumulative frequency and percentage. The
respondents who evaluyated the instrument expressed

their belief as to whether or not the-objective, as

K}
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stated in the evaluation instrument, had been met by the
implementation of the BVIPRC. An'objective was perceived
as met when 60% of the responses "agreed" that it was reached.
The instructions for the evaluation’of the BVIPRC also
requested.the participants to m&ke Suggestions on the areas
to be included or metheods of program review that would improve

the BVIPRC.

Identification of Bilingual Vocational
Education Programs in Florida

s
The initial programs and popul;tio" EoryzhLS'study
were ident fied through a survey of the edunational_éié—
tricts in Florida. Vocational Directors or Program
Administrators were interviewed in each of the 67 districts
and 33 community colleges in the State of Florida. The
results of the analysis of the information from the inter-
views identified 12 progr .is, two of which were not’
refunded for the 1980-81 school year. Additional programns

and staff were identified during the study by chaining.

Selection of Programs for
the Population

Staff members in the initial BVPs in the State
of Florida were requested to participate in the study.
The prograns selected were th&sé whose staff were willing
to participate. Since the total population--the staff in
each identified program--was requested to participateﬁ

the sampling procedure was eliminated.
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The final phase of this study, the development of the
BVE component of the Vocational Education Program--Review--
required the identification of tyo groups of participants to N
provide pilot testing and f%eld testing. The initially identi-
fied personnel were used in the pilot test. The field test

was conductec with the newly identified personnel. The new
participants were identified by chaihing, the requesting of the
initial particiﬁants to designate additional BVE staff within
their school or at other locationé: This provided for further,
validation of the iAstrument\reliability of interpretation and
validity of the standards and criteria by personnel that had .

not been contaminated by previous exposure to the instrument.

Research Design

.The identification of additional staff members, °
staf? skills, materials, equipment, supplies, curriculum
components, standards and criteria for effective BVE in
the State of Florida was completed by the use of a ques-
tionnaire that was administered by the researcher. The
steps taken to complete this part.of the s{udy were as
follows:

1. A questionnaire (QI) was designed to obtain
a consensus on the additional requirements of BVPs in
the Sta;e of Florida. The initial draft of the question-

naire provided an opportunity for the respondents to

make additions, deletions, and changes. .
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2. The qgestionnaire (QI) was reviewed by a
cpmmittee of\expérts in one or more of the following
areas: vocational education, bilingual education, evalua-
tion and/or stat.stics. The guestionnailre was revised
féllowing\the committee review. ‘

3. The révised questionnaire (QII) was further
reviewed bv individuyals knowledgeable in BVE to determine
which items or areais)——if any--were unclear. The
questionnaire was revised ag needed following the review.-

4, The questionnaire (QIII) was pilot tested on
a representative group outside the State of Florida in
order to prevent contamination of the limited identified
population. This questionnaire was revised as needed
following the gilot tes#. No relevant data weré colle;ted.

5. The questionnaire (QIV) was administered to-
the BVE personnel who ;greed to participate in the identi-
fied érograms in the State of Florida. The appropriate
adminisfrative personnel were contacted in order to obtain

"

permission to collect data from program personnel.

.

The information obtained from the analysis of the question-

raire (QIV) identified the additional needs to BVPs as

M
4

compared to those of regular VE programs.
»
The' BVE ~omponent of the Vocational Education
. .
Program Review for the Statc of Florida was developed in

three parts té'correspdnd to the Florida model. The

*
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-

parts of the BVZ c<cmponent are: (a) selfr-evaluaticn;

(b) on-site evaluation; and (c) »ost-evaluation conference.
’ .

Tue component was designed to be incorporated into the

existing program review format. Those standards and

criteria that wer identified in the first part were

%

utilized in this portion of the study.

Validity and Reliability of the-
BVE Component

4

The Bilingual Vocational‘prOgram persoqpel in
Florida who responded to the Questionnaire (QIV) established
the validity of .the criteria and staudards for the BVE’
component to the Vocational Education Program Review for
the State of Florida. The length of the questionnaire
and the complexi-y of the responses were handled in the -
following manner:

1. the questionnaire¢(QIV) was administered on
a one-to-one basis when feasible.

2. Precompletion conferences were held with

. N

those “taff mempbers with whom a one-to-cne coula\ﬂét be '

conducted.

N

R ~
3. Thirtv-three percent of the total respondents

were requested to begin the‘guestionnaire at different
points in order tc eliminate the problem of concurrent
error that may have occurred due to the iength of the
questionnaire. The remaining 67% of the participants

began the gquestionnaire at the beginning.

I 44
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The reliébility of interprebetion and content validity of
the BQE component to the Vocétional Program Review for the
State of Florida was established during the field testing
of the BVE component in the following way:

1. The first schools from the list of BVPs in
Florida were contacted and permission obtained to cquuct
the pilot test. Additional school administrators were
contacted during the study, using the chaining methodology.

2. Three participants, in each school, were
strived for to provide for comparison of the standards
and criteria found valid and the interpretation‘}élia— 4 "<<:‘
bility c¢f the instrument percei%ﬂﬂ within each group.
In the event that there were nét three, the on-site
viéit between participant(s) and researcher observation
at the sitg was used for comparison.

3. A letter explaining the procedures was mailed
to the participating staff. The letter included the '
self-evaluation section of the BVE component. The bar—

ticipating personnel for the pilot test were requested

to complete the form prior to the on-site program review.

Analysis of ‘the Data

Part I--The Questionnaire (QIV) Analysis. The

data obtained from the guestionnaire were analyzed to

determine the respondents' beliefs in reference to the




36 .

A
+

additional needs standards and criteria necessary for
effective BVPs within the State of Fiorida as compared
to the standards and criteria for regular VPs.

Phase l--Program Requirements for BVPs

Staff. The'participants were requested to

express their ‘Qpinions as to the aporopriate ratio of *

students to staff in teaching effective BVE and :radi-

*

tional VE programs in the State of Florida. &an average

of the responses received from the staff of each school

s

participating was computed; the averages obtained from
thi..é'; computation were then used to obtain a statewide

average. . \

The data were used to determine the number of
RN
i%udents per staff member that the respondent indicated

would be a minimum,in order to ensure, quality BVPs and
1 . ~

f & .
. VEPg. The researcher used the data to determine if there

was a need for additional staff in delivering a BVP as
L .
compared to a traditional. VP by comparing the number of

students who could be effectively served by each staff

member. An average was computed by school and for ail

programs.

’

Staff skills, curriculum components and materials.

The requirements for additional staff skills, curriculum
components, and materials for BVPs,as compared with

traditional VPs were determined by the use of data from
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the questioconnaire. The responée scale for this section of
the questionnaire ranged from necessary to not necessary.

A component or material was required in the delivery of
quality BVPs, if a minimum of 60% of, the résponses from the
¢ 3

participants indicated that it was necessary.

Facilities, equipment and supplies. The need for

additional facilities, equipment, and supplies required for
BVE, as compared to tradit;énal VEPs, was determiﬁed by the
use of an interval scale of less, the same, or more. The
need for additional facilities, equipment, and supplies was
considered to be necessary/%y the participants for effective
instruction oﬁ the LEP in the event that a minimum of 60% of
the responses were "more." Participants were also asked to
identify the specific skills, facilities, eguipment, and/or‘
supplies tha? were required, when they perceived a need for
"more" or "less."

\

Part II--The Standards and Criteria Necessary for
Effective BVPS

The standards and criteria, which, when met, that
would provide effective BVPs in the State of Florida were
determined by three analyses. The first analysis determined
the relevante of each standard to BVE. The participants
responded on a four-point nominal scale of BVE, VE, both or
none. A standard was considered necessary for effective
BPs in the event that BVE or both was selected by a minimum

of 60% of the respondents. For those standards identified

as necessary for BVP or both, the criteria were then rated on

*
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two scales.
The first scale, a five-point interval scale of -
Strongly A6;§e (SA), Agree (A), Undscided (U), Disagree (D),
and Strongly Disagree (SDY &as used to determine the valid-
ity of the criterion for meeting the standard. In addition,
the respondents who selected:SA or A responded to a second
f%cale of "both" (VE or BVE programs) or "BVP" only. This

scale was used Ao determine if the respondents, who agreed

that the criterion was necessary to meet the standa;d, be-
lieved that it was relevant in meeting the needs of all
students or only the LEP studencts.

A criterion was considered to be valid er the
standard if a miniﬁum of 60% of Ehe responses selécted SA
and/or A. The criterion was considered relevant exclusively
to BVE, if a minimum of 60% of the reséonseé were BVE only.

i
The BVIPRC was reviewed to determine the consensus

- ©

and/or discrepancies between responses to the self-evalua-
tion form of the teachers and the observations of the
researcher. The consensus was required to determine the
validity of the standards and criteria for BVPs and/or -VEP
with LEP students, and the reliability of the interpretation

’

of the instrument was further examined through the use of
personal interviews durihg the on-site visit and/or post-
visitation conference. -Thus, the responses nrovided for the

establishment of consensus and/or discrepancy on the inter-

pretation of a specific item requested on the self-
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evaluation and on-site evaluation forms.

The standards and their criteriﬂ identified and
validated were included in the BVIPRC. - iteria that were
found to be invalid were included in fﬁ:?:VIPRC for the pur-
pose of allowing school persqnnel to check off ﬁhose
procedures they were employing to meet the needs of LEP
students. An example of these invalid criteria was the use
of target language textbooks. |

The final analys‘s of data for this study was the

2

information gptained from the evaluation of the BVIPRC. The
evaluation ofgthe component was conducted to determine if
the data obtained from the BVIPRC would provide an indica-
tion as to whether or not the programs were meeting the
objectives of program review as specified by the state of
Florida in its Five Year Mini Plan 1978-79, based on the
State of Florida Five Year Plan. An objective was perceived
. as met when a minimum of 60% of the respondents agreed. 1In
addition, the par:;cipants revalidated the standards and
criteria as appropriate for the evaluation of BVPs and
vocational programs with LEP students. Tﬁe standards and
criteria wefe perceived as valid if a minimum of 60% of the

selected responses to the questicn were "Yes" using a "Yes"

or "No" scale.




CHAPTER "IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

+/
In this chapter, tne researcher presents the findings

of the study based@ on the statistical analysis of data
obtained from the three parts of the study. The first part
included the administeriny of the gquestionnaire designed to
identify the addit;;nal needs of Bilingual'Vocationai Pro-
grams (BVPs), programs with Limited English Proficiency (LEP)
students enrnlled, as compared to traditioral Vocational
Programs (VP), procrams with English Speaking (ES) students
enrolled, and to identify the standards and criteria, which,
) when met, would iffdicate that effective Bilingugl Vocational
Education (BVE) and/or VE for the LEP $Students was being
provided. - .

Th; second part of the study was the pilot testing
of the Bilingual Vocational Instructional Program Review Ccm-
ponent (BVIPRC) which contained the standards and criteria
identified b; the analysis of data cbtained during the
administration of the questionnaire. The pilot test addi-
tionally provided for the reval;daﬁion of the standards and
criteraia pegceived by the initial respordents as necessary

for effective BVPs. The BVI%RC design was based cn the
{
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Florida Veccaticnal Instructional Program Review process
model that provided self-evaluation, anrd on-site review
sections.

The third segment of this study was the field
testing of the revised BVIPRC and its evaluation. 1In
addition, the population that participated in the study
and -their educational institutions are shown in Tables 1

- N
and 2.

Table 1 shows the types of schools whose staff
particip;ted in this study and the types of programs
they employ ir the instruction of the LEP students
enrélled. The schools included high schools, communi;y r
colleges, adult education programs, and vocational tech-
nical centers. The requirements of these school programs
ineluded ESL instruction and minimum English coﬁpetency
attained by students prior tc admission to vocational class,
to instruction mainly in the target language.

The instructional personngl who part.icipated in
this study represented bilingual and monolingual
administfators, bilingual and monolingual instructors in
the areas of VE and ESL. Table 2 shows the distribution .
of participants by areas and languages spoken. A total
of 69 BVE staff participated in the three part study, of
whom 35 participated twice, respondirig to the éuescionnaire .

and pilnt test of the BVIPRC. The remaining 34

ol




Table 1 42

&

Types of Schools and Programs in Which

+
Participants Are Employed

Levels

High Community adult VYocational
Programs School College Education Technical
VE with ESL 2 2
VE with bilingual N
ingtructor in at least,
one target language 1 2
VE in the target
language (Spanish) 1 1
VE (Znglish oaly) 1 ’ 4
ESL (prior-to VE .
admission) ) 2 2 1 5

VE = Vocational Education
£SL = English as a Second Languade

=3
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Table 2

Instructional Areas and Language(s) Spoken by the

~

Instructors of the LEP Students ‘Who Participated

in This Study

43
/

Area of instruction

/,

Language (s) spoken
other than Fnglish

Administrator (2)+

Administrator (1)

Adult Basic Education (2)

Air Conditioning (8)

Air Conditioning & Heating
Commercial Photagraphy

Apparel Manufacturing

Appliance Repair

Auto Mechanics (3)

Auto Mechanics

Blue Print Reading and Estimates
Business Education and Accounting
Checker and Casher

Child Care

Clerical Occupations

Clerical

Clerical (4)

Commercial Baking & Decorating
Cosmetology (2)

Drafting .

Electric)Motors

English as a Second' Language (ESL)

ESL (4)
.ESL

ESL (2)
-ESL (5)

Furniture Upholstery (handicapped)

Curniture Upholstery
Individualized Manpower Training
Laboratory (IMT)--ESL (5) '
IMT-ESL (2) -

IMT-ESL (2)
IMT-ESL ‘

None
Spanish
Spanish
Spanish
None
Spanish
Spanish
None
None
Spanish
Spanish
Spanish
Spanish
Spanish
German,
Spanish
None
Spanish,
Spanish
None
None
Spanish,
Italian,
guese
None
Spanish,

Japanese

Ffench

French,
Fortu-

French

Portugquese,

Italian
Spanish,
Spanish
Spanish,

Language

Svanish

None

?rench

-

Sign

Vietnamese

French

Greek, Spanish




Table
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2--Continued

Area of instruction

‘u

f.anguage (s) spoken
other than English -

Learning Management
Sewing

Sewing

Truck and Bus
Typing (3)

Welding & Metal Work

None . .
Spanish, 'Italian
Spanish :
None

Spanish

None

( )* If more than one, instructor’7administrator was

described. =

o4
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respondentg participated in the rfield testing and eval-

uation of the BVIPRC. » .
Part I Questionnaire Devtiopment .
and Data Analysis T

¥

The questionnaire was developed by the researcher
using information ¢btained from the review of literature,
interviews, and correspondence pertaining to vocational

evaluation, educational evaluation, an” BV evaluatidn.
The gquestionnaire (QI) was designed to determine ghe
respondents' beliefs as to the add..tional needs of LEP
students enrolled in VPs as opposed to those enrplled .
traditional VPs. The questionnaire was also <“esigned to
* identify the participants' perceptidns of the standards
and criteria, which; when met, would provide for effec-
ti1ve vocational education for the LEP students enrolled.

The 1nitially developed questionnaire (QI) was
reviewed by a panel of expert and by representatives from
*he State of Flcrida, Bureau of Vocatior.al Research,
Jiscemination and Evaluation. Their suggestions were

. then' incorporated into the p.lot test version of the
ques.ionnaire (QII).

The panel of expert- suggested revisions in the
areas of wor. clarification and format of the directions.
For example, one suggestion was to use the word .
"effoctive," rather than "gquality" to describe the tvpes

cf programs des:red. The divisions of the

ERIC 55
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r

dirz:ctie.. " 1nto three sactions were also suggested to
corresond with the requested three responses.

Specific changes that were made based c¢n ﬁhe
recom$e1datxons of the representatives from the Bureau
of Vocatdional Researcﬁ, Dissemination and Evalu;tion were:
a) remoyal of suggesZion that union representatives be
included in.the advisory committee; (b) removal of £he
word; "should be" from tne gquestions in which respondents
were requested to express their beliefs as to the specific
persons, materials, etc., that were required; (f) rewording..
2¢ the guestion with reference to the repair of tools and
equipment to read, "If tools and equipment break, service
16 available to repair them"; (¢c) the removal of the Qord
"1ob" when speaking of placement of StudenEs; and (e) the
rewording of job placement statement to read "Egual aid
for placement is provided for program leavers anrd com-
pleters.

The revised questionna;;é (QII)‘was cilot tested
in New York City to prevent the contamination of cthe
lik{:sd identifiea population within the State of Florida.
The participants in the pilot test were 1instructors and
administrators in BVPs and VPs with LEP students enrolled.
The resvondents represented the areas of BVE, ZSL f{or

. .4 .
vocacional studernts and monolingual vocaticnal instructors

with LEP students enrolied in their programs.

ot




The pilot test of the questicnnaire (QII) was

conducted as a one-to-one with each respondent, when

possible. In the event that a one-to-one between the

researcher and the participantiwas not possible, a
precomplation conference was held. Additionally, &

critique form (Appendix D) was provided. The form

gave respondents an opportunity.to express whether or
not they believed that the questionnaire was properly
structured with reference to cover sheet and directions

and if the stand> ds and criteria would, if met, provide

effective BVE or VE for LEP students. The respondents

O
4

were also asked tc make any additicnal comments directly
»n the gquestionnaire as they reviewed 1t.

* The responses of the pilot test participants
showed: (&) 100% of the respondents believed the cover

sheet was appropriate, (b) 100% of the gespondents believed

the oral directions given by the -esearcher were appro-

v

vriate, and (c) 75% of the respondencs believed the written
directions were arpropriate. The 25% who did not believe
the directions were appropriate suggested that they be
made clearer, but no constructive suggestions were made.
An objective was perceived as met when a minimum of 60¢
of the respondents selected "yes" on a ves or no scale.

Or.e hundred percent of the respondents believed

“he standards were appropriate for BVE or VI with LEP
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students enrolled. However, 75% of the respondents

believed the criteria were appropriate. A minimum of 6023
agreement was necessary for these criteria to be deemed
"vglid by the respéndents. The suggested chanaes incor-

' porated into the questionnaire were as follows: (a) a
section was developed for the specific identificaticn of
the additional needs for BVE or VE programs with LEP
students for staff, staff skill, material equipment,
supplies, f$c1lities, and prcgram components; (b) the list
of\sﬁéqested_members of the advisory committée was
expanded to include community leaders and retired emplayees;
(c) the word "dcminant" in reference to the language of the
LEP, was changed to "target" language throughout the '
questionnaire; (d) the suggested areas for reviewing mater-
ials for discrimination was increased by the area of handi-
cappred and religious groups were removed; (e) the types of
students encouraged to enter the program were increased by
"LEP" and "handicapped"; and (f) the suggestion-o§ "reli-
gious greups living 1n the area" was removed for tre field
test version of the gquestionnaire. The revised questionnaire
(QITI) was then administered to the identified vocational
staff/support staif for BVP and VPs with LEP students
enrolled. )

The flr;t part cf the revised.questionnaire (QIV)

- was designed to determine the additional needs of LEP

students enrolled in VP. The areas addressed

. o8

’
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by this portion ¢f the questionnaire were: staff require-
ments, instructor skills, facilities, equipment, suppli-s,

curriculum components and special materials.

p Additional Needs of Bilingual Vocaq&onal Programs
' The participants were requested to express their
opinions as to the appropriate ratio of students to staff
in teaching BVE and tréditional VE programs in the State
of Florida. Anr average of the responses was calculated
for each schHool whose staff participated in the study.
These averages were used to obtain a statewide average
for each staff position identified.
y The comparison of the number of students, ESL
and English Speaking (ES), provided an indication to the
. v additional staff necessary in the effective instruction of LEP
students as compared to ES errolled in VE pfograms.
Table 3 shows the state average that was calculated fromA
the responses of the participants in reference to the,
number of LEP and ES students who are eiffectively served
by each st~ff member.

The responses of the participants indicated that
nearly twice as many ES students as LEP students can be
served by a monolingual instructer, the averages being
15. 2 and 8.% respectively. The respondents reported
that the .ilingual teacher could serve slightly more LEP -
~enAcaes (X = 9.3 ) than the monolingual teacher,but also,

slightly fewer 25 students (X = 14.2)./”

oY




Table 3

Ratio of Staff to Students Required in the Instruction of

Limited English Proficiency Students as Compared.to English

Speaking Students.

Staff Member - £ LEP
L] * }

1. Yocational Instructor who speaks English

only 18,2 8.8
2. Vocatioral Instructor who speaks Englzsh

and target language (s) 14.2 9.3
2. Paraprofessional who speaks English

only 15,2 12.4
4. A Paraprofessional who speaks English .

and target language 14.0 12,2
5. ESL Instructor 152
6. Guidance Counselor who speaks English -

only S 117.0 110.0
7. Guidance Counselor who speaks English

and target language(s) ~118.5 102.5
8. Occupational Specialist who speaks

English only 83.0 82.3
9. Occupational specialist who speaks

English and target language 71.5 71.5
10. Community volunteer who speaks English

only 11.5 10.0
11, Comnunity volunteer who speaks English

and targe% language(s) 12.7 11.2

ah
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* The support personnel, paraprofessiorals, guidance

counselors, etc., were also indicated as being able to
effectively serve larger numbers of ES than LEP students.
An example was the English speaking paraprofessional who
was perceived as effectively serving an average of 15.2
'ES students but only.an average of 12.4 LEP students.

}he ESL instructor was reported as being able to
effectively serve an average of 15.2 LEP students. The
respondents believed tnat there is a need for an adci-
tional voéaﬁional instruétor and ESL instructor to serve
the same number of LEP as ES students.

staff Requremeﬁts, Curriculum Components and Materials
~

The data that provided for the ideﬂtificatiog of
the additional needs for staff skills, curriculum com-
ponents, and materials for'VE programs with LEP students
enrolled were obtained from the questionnaire (QIII).
The questicns were designed to identify the additional needs
of the VE programs with LEP stu@ents on a three point’
respons. ssale of necessary, not neéessary, and undecided.
A skill, cémponent, material, equipment o supply was ccn-
sidered to be required in the delivery of ~ffective BVPs,
if a mppidum cf 60% of the respons2s werk "necessary." The
60% ﬁinimum response used throughout this study provicded for
a’ 103 error factor and a 50% more working majority as to the
validity of the »dentified factors. The rercentage was

calculated on the number of responses to each question and

rot the total numbar of participants, because participanté

61
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were reguested to leave blank those responsgs that they were
not ahle to answer kncwledgeablv. The guestionraires wer=
administered one-to-one when possibie and reviewed oy the

researcher when this was not pcssible. This orocedure o

reduced and possibly eliminated the missing data.

Instructor Skills (

A}

The data obtained from the responses were analyzed
using a 60% .ninimum reéponse to iaentify a skill as beirg
perceived as necessary by thesparticipants. Tabie 4
shows that it was considered advantaceous by the partici-
pants for the instrﬁctor of LEP students to speak, qnder;
stand, read, and write the target language. Table 5
shows that the instructor's understhnding of the students'
culture in reference to attitudes towards learning (85.0),

social structure €75.0), and specific word stigma (80.0),

was necessary.

Facilities, Eguipment, and Supplies

The date cbtained from the responses were analvced
2sing the 60% minimum response to identify whether the
respondents perceived a need for additiona; faciiities,
equiﬁment, and supplies. As shown in Table 6, the facilai-

nstructior

[

ties, ecuipment, and zupplies necessary for the

of LEP students, as compared to those neCescsary for the ES

students, were believed tc ke the same by a minimum of 7C%
]

of those who respcnded.

° -~




Table €

Fecilities, Equipment, o1d Supplies Necedsary for the

Ineteuction of LEP studente

Peuilitiee
tuvliment
Surnlice

}. The teciliities

d.  The equipacot

-

. The agpilee

S.ele,

e Nie
L ® lesa
» & Same

O

ERIC

Aruntoxt provided by Eic
U

bcale

L

1

Educationsl PrwjLame

I 1 I B __s . b _1
\ £ Y i t . f . f . t .
0.0 i T *—“”2-—_ 24.2
1 1.1
50 ¢ 4 100 1 100 2 le0 1 160 E 1uy 6 66.6
50 0 i Su0 1 125 1 2.2
¢ 30,0 T PN
su 0 1 196 2 oo 1 100 1 e1.s 7 7.8
m 5 55
¢ 100 i 100 2 100 1. 100 7 B7 5 4 4

f = trequiney that responas waw selected within the schonl

t = The peccents)s of times Lhe (espunse was selected ly thu.e who Telg

(f @ The Lutal pusber of times that reupise was selected Ly all the fespundents

wonded to the questiunnalte

.8
t \
9 w0
9 100
11t
T
1 1
Tona
e 4 -

Total
Cr .
1v [
2 2.1
12 86 0
s 143
2 5.4
8 90,0
y 5.0
1 2.8
s 2.2




6

The following are examples of statements made by 3
the' respondents who believed thérewas a need for a;ditional
facilities (8.3%)} equipment (14.3%), and supplies (25.0%)i

1. AdditiQnal facilities for small groups to be
served;

2. Additional equipment for ESL ins§ruction.

3. Addi@ional supplies (papér, workbooks, etc.) for

the ESL component.

Curriculum Components y

The cowrponents necessary in the, instruction of

/

LEP students.enroiled in vecational education programs
and not for ES are shown in Table 7. A ;omponent for
Pnglish Language skille was considered necessary by 100%
of the participants. The need for cultu{al understanding

was considered necessary by 87% of those who responded to

the question.

Special Materials for the. Instruction
of LEP Students

Table 8 shows that the respondents perceived that
the instruction of LEP students requires ESL materials
(84.6%), bilingual audiovisual materials for the occupational
area 6%). In addition, the table shows that the rsspon-
dents\did not pergeive a need for bilingual (55.0%) or

target language textbooks (44.7%). The need for bilingual

or target 1 nauage textbcoks was then analyzed in reference

s

.
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b= The shill 28 necansasy for the Instriuctor of fimtted tnglish Proticiency Students (1EF) . '
WH = The ahill L8 rot noceusary for thu tnutsw tors of TEP studente ‘ ©
U > M sespondent wes nol sute St the wkill wa. hecessaty tor foastiuctor of LR studerts *
1
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A

asanted

*0 the tyres ©f programs .che particlpants rap

v v—

BYVE and E3L. Table 9 shows that €1.27 2f the PVL stal

~

sidered it necessary to have bilingual textbocks, whereas

Fty
¢

33.3% of tae ESL staff consicdered 1t necessary t2 hava <nhém.
The target.language textbook were not rated as being
necessary by the ESL (10%) or BVE /S1%) groups.

Summary of the Additicnal
Needs oi BVPs

Responses to the first section of the questicnnaire
referred to the adéitional needs of BVP in reference to
staff, staff skills, facilities, eguipment, surdlies,
and curriculum components. The additional needs of the
_EP students enrolled in VPs were perceived by the partici-
panté to include:

1. Language skills (for both student and Irstruc-
2. Cultural understanding (by both students and
3. A smaller ratio of students to sta:zf
Standards and Criteria for the

Objectives of Vocaticnal Pro-
grams with LEP Students

As shown 1n Table 10, standards and their critervia

concerning program objectives and materials were considered

3

tc be necessary by the respondents. The results oI tne

.

[
3
ct

gul

ty

enen

data analysis ars presented in two sets, the r

“hat subject matter and objectives meet the specificaticons

6



Table 3-

¥
Te “~books Required for the LEP Students
-
Education Programs
ESL BV
Materials Scale CF 3 Cr 3
Bilingual Textbooks N 3 33.3 19 61.3
NN 6 66.7 11 35.5
L &
u 1 3.3
Target Language N 2 ' 10.0 15 51.0
Textbooks
- NN | 8 80.0 13 44.0
U 1 3.4

Code: N= Necessary, NN= Not Necessary, U= Undecided,

CF= the total number of times that answer was selected by
ali the respondents, %= the percentage of the times the
answer was selected by all the respondents, ESL- English

as a Second Language, BV= Bilingual Vocational Education
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Table 10%.

N
1

. .
Program Objective Standard and Criteris

- _— - 4
‘\ ‘Scale
BVE VE BOTH NONE
CF t  CF * CF % CF %
Standard: ‘ B .
Program ol.jectives are consistent with
Vocational Education Program Course
Standuards-1980 for the State of Fiorida : .0 270 2 5.4 23 62.2 2 5.4 |
Scale 1 Scale 2 |
SA A U D SD BOTH BVE |
’ CF_% CF % CF % CF % CF % CF % CF %

Criteria: .

| A. The subject matter in this ) ‘

l program corresponds to the |
program description specified . ' 1
in the Vocational Education
Irogram Course Standards for ’ i

the Gtate of Florida . 16 55.1 10 34.5 3 10.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 22 953.7 1 4.4 . ___
B.. Objcetives have been written - ,
to cover the subject matter .
in the proglam 9 37.5 12 50.0 2 8.3 1 4.2 0 0.0 15 93.8 1 4.
‘ - T _ Scale =~~~ T T

| __BVE_ VE BOTH NONE

| CF 7 CF % CF £t CF_ %

: Standacd;

o+

1 Progrann objectives are consistent with the
~ BVE standards as specified by the major
funding source (federal, state, community,

othcr) : 5 13.9 5 13.9 25 €9.4

71 c~ b




Table 10--Continued

- Scaley T Scale 2

SA A U D 'SD BOTH BVE
CF % CF % CF 3 CF 3 CF % CF % CF %
Criteria: ®
A. The®*subject matter in this o

program corresponds to the
program description speci-
fied by the major funding
source 9 32.1 19 7.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 24 96.0 4 4.

B. Objectives have been written
" to cover the subject matter

in the program 11 37.9 17 58.6 1 3.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 22 84.7 4 15.

-~

Scale:
BVE =
VVE -

None=
Both=
CA =

)

()

-

The standard is appropriate only for students enrolled in Bilingual Vocational Education
The standard is appropriate only for students enrolled in traditional Vocational Education
(the language of communication is English only)

The standard is not necessary for an effective BVE and/or VE programs

The identified standard is equally relevant to BVE and VE programs

Strongly Agree that the criterion described would have considerable impact in meeting the
standard in an effective BVE program

Aqree that the criterion described would have a moderate impact in mecting the standard
in an effective BVE program .

Undecided that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard

in an effective BVE program

¢ Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact 1n meeting the standard

in an effective BVE progran

Z9




Table 10

Scale -- Continued

SD
CF
3
f

Note:

1]

1]

- . /
Strongly*Disagree that the crite. ion described would have any impact in meeting the

standard in an effective BVE program :
The total number of times that response was selected by all the respondents

Percentage of the total time that response was selected by thosc® who responied to the questionnaire
The total number of times the response was selected within the school

-

The percentage is calculated according to the number of responses to each question and not the total
number of participants. '

{

€9
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ofILhe sponsoring agency in the State of Florida, ana the

requirement that the program meets the rejquirements regarding
the subject matter aqd objectives for ;he speciiications of
oéher funding sources. The first standard, "érogram
objectives are consistent with VEP Course Stﬁndards-l981 for
the State of Florida" was found approoriate for bsth (BVE
and VE) by 62.2% of the respondents, and fcr BVE only by
27.0% of the respondents: a total of 89.2% for BVE plus
*both," VIE only was Lbelieved appropriate by 5.4%. _The_
respondents reported that it was necessary for the standard
to be met:in an effective BVE and VE program in the State

of Florida. —

The criteria for the above standard were (a) the
subject matter in this program corresponds to the brogram
description specified in the VEP Course Standards for the
State of Florida, and (b) objectives have been written to
cover the subject matter in the program. These criteria
were founrz relevant (SA plus A) by 82.6% and 87.5%
respectirely, of the respondents.

The second standard for program objectives that
referred to major funding other than stacte was perceived
as relevant to both (BVE and VE) by 6§.4% of the respcnses
and only for BVE by 13.9% of the respoﬁses. Thus, agree-
ment for the second standard for BVE plus both was 33.3%
of the total responses.

The criteria for the second standard were:
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(a) the subject matter in this program corresponds to

the program description specified-by the major funding
>
source, 2 'd (b) objectives have been written to cover the V”

'

subject matter in the program. These were found releVanE

s

to the standard bv 100% for criteria "a" ang 96.6% for
‘criteria "b".
In addition, both program objective standards and

B [ ]
their criteria were found relevant to both (BVE and VE)

programs. Table 10 show§\the analysis of the ratings
given by the participants to the program objective
standards and their respective criteria.

Instructional Content Standards
.and Criterila :

‘\

The analysis of data for the standard and criteria
for instructional content are contained in Table 11.
The first standard "Courses or units of instruction in
this program are based on defined or measurable compe-
tencies required for employment,”" was found relevant to
"both" by 65.0% of the respondents{ and for BVE by 22%
of the respcndents. The overall determination of this
Istandard by the participants was that the standard was
appropriate for "both" (BVE and VE).

Twd of the three criteria for the above standard
were: (a) the program provides students with the needed
knowledge, skill and attitudes required for employment,

and (b) the exit competencies of the student are ccmpatible
5,

! 4
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Table 11 | .

:

. Instructional Content Standard and Criteria

l

: Scale
BVE VE BOTH NONE
CF LI CF 3 CF 2 CF %
Standard: |
. Courses of units of instruction in this program
are based on defined or measurable competencies

required for employment : 9, 22ﬁ5 5 12,5 26 65.0 0 0.0
. j
; Scale 1 [ Scale 2
SA A U D SD BUTH - _ BVE

CF % CF % CF S CF | & CF % CF % CF %

Criteria: ] ‘ . . _

A. The program provides students : ’ ﬂ\\ ’
with,;the needed knowledge, ’
skill and attutides required j

for employment 17 51.5 16 48.5 O 0.0 0 - 0.0 O 0.0 29 9.6 3 9.4
B. Theég&it competencies of the ' . ! .
student are cowmpatible with . ' N
current employment practices . . , .
in the field of training 12 37.5 17 53.1 1 3.1 2 6.3 0 0.0 25 93.0 2 7.0

C. The methods/sources that are
used in the debelopment of
course or -units of instruction !
are: (rate all choices) !
(1) rask analysis of

occupation 10 32,3 18 58.1 2 6.5 1 3.2 0 0.0 25 86.2 4 13.8
(2) Available cugrriculum )
guides 10 31.3 17 53.1 2 6.2 2 6.3 1 3.1 20 B0.0 5 20.0
(3) Textbooks 6 18.8 22 68.8 3 9.8 l;) 3.1 0 0.0 21 80.8 5 19.20
(4) Learning Task analyscs 7 22.6 18 58.1 6 19.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 18 85.7 31 14,3 .
v /

Q .7&) ) | . EB()
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Table~ 11--Continued -

] J .
N ) / :
) ! - Scale Fr Scale 2 -
b SA A U D Sh ’ BOTH BVE
) "CF % CF S CF. % CF $ CF % ' CF $ CF &%
(5) Subject matter expert : ‘ . ) '
interviews - éé 7 22.6 20 64.5. 3 9.7 -1 3.2 0 0.0 23 88.5 Q\\ll.s '
(6) SUbJect matter expdrty - - . ) )
committees 7 22.6° 12 38.7 10 -32.3 2 6.5 0 0.0 16 94.1 1 5.9
7 ‘
(7) Observation of’ workers in ” . .
occupational area 12 38[7 11 35.5 6 19.4 2 6.5 o .0.d 20 90.9 2 9.1\‘
* (8) Special needg of students 15 "48.4 12 38.7 4" 12.9 0 -0.0 0 9D.0 25 92.6 2 7.4
19) Special charagteristics ' g
i of students ’ . 14 43.8. 9 28.1 9 28.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 17 -61.0 4 19.1
S S hd ! e
Scale: \ -~
BVE = The standard is appropriate only for students enrolled 1n Bilingual Vocational Education
VE = The standard is appropriate only for students enrolled in traditional Vocational Education
. (the languhge of communication‘*is English only) -
Both = The identified standacd is equally relevant to BVE and VE progr ams
None =.The standard is not necessary for an effective BVE and/or VE p}ogram (
SA ¥ Strongly Agree that the criterion described would have considerable impact in meeting the
standard in an effective BVE program ) : «
A = hgree that the criterion described would have a mederate impact in meeting the. standard in

u
%
sD

CF

an effectiveé BVE program
= Undecided that the criterion described would Eave any 1mpavt in meeting the ctandaxd

in an effective BVE program
= Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact
in an effective BVE program

standard in an effective BVE program
= The total number of times that response was sélected by ‘all the respondents

#

naire

= The total number of times the response was selected within the schcol

Y

’

1 4

in meetipg the standard

Strongly Dlsagree that the criterion described would have any impact in mecting .the

Percentage of the total time that response was selepted by those who responded to the questlon—




Table 11

- ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Note:

>

The percentage is calculated accoréing to the number of
each question and not the total number of participants.

o

responses to
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witn current employment practices in the field cf trainina.

“Both criteria were found to be relevant for meeting the .

standard, 1003 and 90.6% .espectively. by the resvondents.

*Relevant” was definsd hers as a criterion whose respcndents

selected SA plus A a minimum of 60% of the *+iae.

The additional criterion "The methods/sources that

are used in the development of ccurse or units of

instruction are” was founa relevant for the standard ky

the particircants as follows: fa) analysis of 6ccu§ation

t,
(90.4%)-, (b) available curriculum guides (84.3%), (<) text-
books (8..4%), (d) learning task analysis ' {§0.7%), (e) sub-
ject matter interviews (87.1%), (f) subject matter expert
committees (61.3%), (g) observation of workers in occupa-
tional area (74.2%), (h) speciaf’needs of students (87.1%),
and'(l) special characteristics of students (71.9%). The
above stated standard and its criteria wefe‘also .ound perti-
nent to "both" (BVE and VE) programs by the respondents.
The responses indicated that there is a need for additicnal

resources when there are LEP students enrolled in VEFs.

Part II The Standards and Criteria
Necessarv for Eifective BVPs

The second part cf the gucstionnaire was ccncerned

with the identification of standards and their crit

(0

ria<§v//
.wnich, wnen net, wculd indicate that the program had the '

’

proper ccnpoenents for effective VE of the LEP students

enrolled, ‘ -

\ 84
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For this segment of the study the researcher
utilized the standards and criteria included in the ¥ orida
Vocational Education Instructional Program Review (VEIPR)
and those new ones identified by th~ review of literaéure,
interviews, and correspondence. Three analyses were used
in the idertification of the standards and criteria neces-
sary for effective BVPs. The standards were analyzed
b ad on & nominal scale cf BXE, VE, both, or none data
+0 determine the relevance of each standard to BVE. &
standard was consideved to he necessary for effective EVPs
1n the event Ehat&"BVE" and/or "both" was selected by a
minimum of 60% of the respondents to the gquestion.

Fach criterion was rated on-two sciles, the first,
a five point interval scsle of Strongly Agree (SA),
Agree (A), Undecided (U), Disagree (D), and Strongly
Disagree (SD), was used to determine che validity ¢f the
criterion for meeting the standard. Tbe second scale
was "Both" (VE ané BVE programs) or "BVP" only. The latter
scale was used to determine if the respcndents who agree
that the criterio~ was necessarv to meet the standard
believed that it was relevant in reetiang the needs Sf all
students or only the LEF students.

Th2 critericn was considered t: be valid for the
standard if a wnirimum of 60% of the responses were SA and/ori
A. For a criterion to be considered relevzant exclusively -

to BVE, & winimum of 60% of the resunnses had to be BVE cniv.
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The standards a;E\their criteria were organizea
-

by program components such as program objectives,

instructional content, advisory committee, and staff cuali-

fications. Each standard and its critefia were examined

separately to determine the participant's perceptién as to
the relevancy of each standard to BVP and each criterion
to the s*andard and BVE.

The VEIPR for the State of Florida required that
the individual program objective be consistent with
Vocational Education Program Course Standards for the
State of Florida for the purpose of funding and/or
refunding. The 1976 VEA and other federal. funding sources
_akso recuire program objectives’ to be consistent with the
objectives of the sponsoring agency. The standé?ds and |
criteria for program objectives in this study concurred
with the requirements to the major funding sources of
VEZPs in Florida.

Table 12 shows the analysis cf data for the
standard and criteria for instructional content reference
tc the "work Experiénce" program. During thi; study,
no work experience programs were identified with which to’
validate tiie findings. The participants' responses to, the
needs of theE"WO*k Experience” programs are presenteqd,

but it was stated by a majority of the respondents that they

were not famili with "Work Experience” programs. The
prog

standard and criteria validated by the participants were uut

86
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_ Table 12 :
Instruqqlonal Content Standard and Criteria "Work Experience"
) o Bcale T
~ BVE VE BOTH NONE
- ¢ CF $ CF__% CF % CF %
- —Standard: - - — v e T e — .
2. The "Work Experience" program is sased ! . //"—\)
. on identified student neceds 3 8.11 2 5.4 30 81.1 2 5.4
o Scale 1 " scale 2
SAa__ . A U D SD BOTH BVE
) CF % CF % CF % CF 4+ CF % CF . CF A
Criteria: . '
A. The "Work Experience" program
was established due to high
potential dropout rates of: ° ' .
(1) All students 6 21.4 16 57.1 2 7.1 3 10.7 1 3.6 21 91.3 2 8.7
(2) nimited English speaking ) 'S
students ' 5 17.6 8 28.6 9 32.1 4 14.3 2 7.1 9 81.8 2 1e.2
. .
B. The program is continucd based
~on current dropout rates of: -
: (1) All students 4 14.3 11 39.3 10 35.7} 3 10.7 0 0.0 16 88.9 2 1149
C. The dropout rates are sub-
s ’ stantiated by: (rate all) . z
(1) Schoo4 records 9 32.1 14 50.0 4 14.3 1 3.0 0 0.0 19 86.6 I 13.0
(2) student survegs— 4 16.0 16 64.0 3 12,0 2 .0 0 0.0 15 9Y3.8 1 6.3
D. Dropout rates are reconded by
dominart language of the
student ’ 2 7.7 7 26.9 9 34.6 5 19.2 3 11.% 5 55.98 4 4404
A .
S — — — e e
Scale: gee next paye | ' . ™

Q é;?! ‘ | Atgfs




Table 12 Scale:

BVE = The gtandard is appropriate only for students enrolled in Bilingual Vocational Education
VE = The 'standard is appropriate only tor students enrolled in traditional Vocational Education
4 (the language of communication is English only) e - T
Both = The identified standard is equally relevant tc BVE and VE programs

None = The standard is not recessary for an effective BVE and/or VE program

SA = Strongly Agree that the criterion descr ibed would have considerable impact in meeting

the standard in af etfedtive BVE program

A = Ag-ee that the criterion described would have a moderate impact in meeting the standard
in an effective BVE program

U = Undccided that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard in
an effective BVE program .

D = DisaQ\pe that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard in

an effective BVE program
Su = 8trongly Disagi-e that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the
standard 1n an eSfective DBVE program -~
CFr = The tctal number of times that responsc was selected by all the respondents. -
4 = Percentaye of the total tice that responise was selected by those who respunded to the
gueetionnair 2 ’
I3 = Tu> total aumber f times the rceponse was selected within the school

kte:  The percontaqe ie calcuisted according Lo the number of r¢sponses to each question and
nct the total number of pt Hicipants,
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ircorporated into the state mcdel because validation by —
representatives from the area of instruction was not pcs-
sible.

The standard "the 'Work Experience' program 1s based
on i1dentified student needs" was found appropriate for
"bcth" by 81.1% of the respondents to the question. The

criterion "The 'Work Experience' program was established

to higqh potential drnpout-rates": (a) all students, ard
(b) LEP stugdents were found relevant by 78.5% and 46.2%
sréspectively of .the respondents. This analysis showed that
the resp?ndenté believe that i@P ctudents should be

' included'with the main gfoup ard not identified separately.

The criterion "The program is continued based on

. - A )
current dropout rates of dll students,” °vas not found
relevant té BVE Work Exnerience or Work Experience in.
general. The responses from the partiéipants indicated
that 53.6% believed that the criterion was rélevant for
tne standard. The analyses cf data freom both groups
together furtner showed the respondent's’/belief that the
criterion "Thé dropout rates are substantiated by: :
{(a) school record;, and (b) studen% surveys" was found
relevant by 82.1% and 80.0% respectively. This criterion
was additiorally found pertinent to "beth" BVE work
Experience and traditicnal work Experience programs, wi<h

a response of 86.6% (Part a) and 93.8% (Part b).

7 - ] . e ,,_._3!)____,_ ,_.,__,;._,.._ R Pﬂm.w._ N
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- ~~ The final &riterion "Dropout rates are' recorded by
dominant language of the student" was not found relevant for
—the standard to be met, with a response of 34.6% from the
participants. The cfiterion w;s also not found pertinent
for "both" or "BVE+" only "Work Experience” proérams wfth a

response of 55.6% and 44.4% respectively.

Advisory Committee Standard and Criteria

7é;bléAl3 ;h;ws the analysis of the respcndents'
beliefs as to the composition and functions of an advisory
committee for VE Progréms with LEP students and/sr ES
students enrolled. The standard for the advisory committee,
"The program is ;upported by an orgaaized and active
advi;oty commiteee," was identified as apprbpriate for
"hoth" by 77.5% of the respondents.

“The first criterion for the standard was divided
into four compcnents. Thé criterion and its components
were "The advisory ccmmittees that may serve this procram

are: (a) one countywide committee for all vocational cro-

grams, (b) a specific countywide committee for an occupa-

tional area, (c) school/college-wide advisory committee for
4
the sﬁ!é;i

fi.c program only. The criterion was identified as
relevant for meeting the standard, in the event that a
minimum of 60 of the fespondents selected SA plus A.

The analysis of data for the first criteridﬁ implied
that the respondenté 4did not believe that a county-wide

committee for all vocational programs (44.3%) and a school/
£
)

03
Ji
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. Table 13 b

Advisory Committee Standard and Criteria

Scale
._.BVE _ VE- BOTH NONE
- I CF ° % CF 3 CF ] CF kS =
Standard:
The program is supported by an organiczed
and active advisory committce 0 0.0 4 10.0 31 17.5 5 12.5
Scale T T T8cale 7 T
SA A U D gD BOTH BVE
CF % CF S CF 1 cr P CF L3 CF () CF %
Criteria:
A. The advisory committees that v
may serve this program are: ’ )
(1) One countywide committec ~
for all vocational pro-
grams 10 32.3 4 12.9 3 9.7 11 35.5 3 9.7 11 91.7 | 8.3

(2) A speci:ic countywide
committee for an occu-
patinnal area 7 24,1 18 62.1° 1 3.5 2 6.7 1 3.5 23 100.9 v u.a,

(3} scheol /college-wide com-
mittee for all VPs

N

6.9 11 37.9 1 3.5 10 34.% 5 17.2 12 100.0 J 0.0

(4) An advisory committec for : >

the specific proyram only 5 149.2 14 5.8 2 7.6 3 6.7 2 4.4 20 95.2 1 4.8
B, The members of the advisory .

comuittee should include 4

representation from the ™

tfollowing arcus:

(1) imployers 14 4¢.7 16 53.3 0 ¢.0 O 0.0 0 0.0 27 100.0 0 V.0

(2) supervisors and managoers 11 36.7 18 0.0 0O 0.0 0 0.0 1 3.3 271000 0O 0.0

(3) employecs’ 8 26.7 19 3.3 3 10.0 0 0.0 O G,0 26 100.0 0.0;

S):Z ) o I B
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Table 13--Continyed
, AA Scale 1 7 ~Scale 2_
— ~ . SA A U D SD__ . . BOTH BVE
' CF. % CF 3 CF t CF &% CF T CF 1 CF 1
(4) Former students « 6 20.7 16 55.2 6 20.7 11 3.5 0 0.0 21100.0 O 0.0
(5) Present students 1 3.7 1% 55,6 1 3.7 9 33.3 1 3.7 17 100.0 0 0.0°
(6) Parents (high school level) 2 6.9 18 62.1 6 20.7 3 10.3 0, 0.0 19 100.0 0 0,0 f
{7) Accreditation,. licensing, ’
: and certification board >
members . 8 2.7 13 43.3 8 2.7 1 3.3 0 0.0 20 9. 1 6.3
(8) Community leaders 6 20.7 17 658.6 4 13.8 2 6.9 0 0.0 15 93.7 0 0.0
{9) Retired employees 2 6.5 11 55 311 55 7.22,5 0 0.0 10100.0 0 0.0
C. The membership of the advisory
. committee is representative of:
(rate all) - ' . '
(1) Males 14 46.7 12 40.0 3 10.0 1 3.3 0 0.0 27 100.0 0 0.0
(2) Femalés . 13 43.3 12 40.0 3 10.0 2 6.7 0 0.0 25 100.0 0 0.0
(3) Ethnic groups 1living in
the a‘ea . . 14 46.7 10 33.3 1‘ 3.3 "4 13.3 1 3.3 23 95.8 t 4.2
(4) Races living in the area 12 41.4 12 41.4 2 6.9 3 10,3 0 0.0 21 100.0 0 (.0
D. The functiuns of the advisory .
committee are: (rate all) , :
. (1) identifying eéployment
oppoxtunities for students 8 25.8 23 74.2 0 0.0 0o 0.0 0 wv.0 31 100.0 0 0.0
(2) Arranging for student use of AR .
. community resources 5 16.7 23 76.7 2 6.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 28 100.0 0 0.0
< (3) Recommending equipment and
. ' tools for the prograin 9 29.0 15 48.4 4 12,9 2 6.4 0 0.0 24 100.0 0O 0.0
(4) Identifying cooperative work P
sites tor the students Y 30.0 15 50.0 4 13.3 2 6.7 0 0.0 20 100.0 0 0.0
(5) Evaluating che program 8 26.7 19 63.3 2 6.7 1 3.3 0 0.0 25100.0 O 0.0
|
|
|
|




. 'fable 13--Continued

Scale 'l > $Scale 2 .
SA A U D SD BOTH __ BVE '
. CF_% CF___% CF % CF % CF % CF % CF__ %
{6) Identifying essential . .
competencies for . . T
entering occupation’ 11 37.9 13 44.8 4 13.8 1 3.5 ¢] 0.0 24°100.0 0 0.0
(7) Assisting in cultural ' : .
understanding 9 32.1-16 57.1 3 10.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 26 92.9 .2 7.1’
(8) Providing and/or iden- - : . - ,
tifying bilingual per- * *
sonnel to assist in the L R
classroom when needed * 6 20.7 15 51.7 3 10.3 3 10.3 2 6.9 18" 85.7 . 3 14.3

Scale: .
. BVE ’? The cstandard is appropriate only for studenta enrolled in Bilingual  Vocational Education )
VE = The standard is appropriate only for studen’ wrolled inTtraditional Vocational &£ducation
(the language of communication is English ¢ . - ’
Both = The identified standard is equally relevant BVE and vi pro&rams
None = The standard is not necessary for an effectiv. BVE znd/or VE program
SA = Strongly Agree that the criterion described would have considerable impact in meeting the . )
standard in an effective BVE program . { N
A = Ayree that the criterion described would have a moderate impact 1n meeting the standaird xn
) an effective BVE program ' 8 ¢ -
u = lUndecided that the criterion descr ibed would have any Jmpact “in meeting the standatd in an -
effective BVE 5rogram .
f] = Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard in an
) eifective BVE program v
sp = Strongly Disagree that the criterion described would’ have any lmpaCt -in meeting thg .
standartd in an effective BVE program
CF = The totgl number of times that response was selected by all the respondents a
% = Percentage of the total time that- reaponse was selected by those who responded to the P~
questionnaire
f = The total number of times the response was seltcted within the school
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° »
college-wide advisory committee for all prqg?ams (44.8%; was
relevant to the standard. . ' o ) 'L
. v L 4
- The agditional analysfé of the data for the first ‘

[2RN -

-criterion showed that "a spgcific.county-wide committee ' -

for an occupaticnal area" and "an advisory committee for

the speq}fic program only"nwere foundhreleyant to the
standard by 56.2% apd'73.0% of éhe ~espondents. ,
The members of the advis = committee were identified
by'the paréicipants as'relevaA% ¢ (a) employrrs (100%),
(bi supervisors andimanagers (96..5.., iC) empio&ees $90.0%) ,
id) formef students.175.9%),‘(e) parents (69.0%), (f)-accre-‘;
ditatisn, licensing #nd certification board members (ZJ.O%),
;nd (g) community leaders (79.2%). The respondents did not
believe ‘that the membership of ‘the adyisory ébmmittee sﬁguld
‘: inlede (a) present_students (59.3%) and fetired emplovees
(43.33). - L - S
The third criterion "The membership of the advisory
committee” is representative of (a) malés, (b) females, e
(c) ethnic é;oups living "in the Areé, and (d) races living
in the area were all fguhé relévant to thesstandard by a '
ﬁinimq? of 80% éf the respondgnts. Additfonaliy each of the
. componehts of the criteriénKst found relevanrt to, "both" by
a minimum of 954 of the respondents.
~ The functions of the advisory cemmittee wife

identified by the respondegts to be as“follows: (a) identi-

fying employment.opportunities for stupent; Xlo‘?),

93 . R
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. (£) identifying ‘essential- competengies for entering occupa- .

"tion (B2.8%), (g)-assisting in cultural understanding (89.328%),

Cam : e !
. personnel was identified as appropriate by 92.3% of the

’

»

(b) .arranging £for studénts"USe of community resources
(93.4%), (c) recommending equipment and tools for the ¢ °

rogram (77.4%), (d) identifying cooperati&e work sites for

the 'students (80%)-, "(e) evaluating the ‘program (90%), .-

and (g) providing, and/or identifying bilingual personnel to

[4 . ' 1
assist in the classroom when ‘neéded (72.4%). The functions -
. 4 . El ° <

of the advisory committee were additionally identified to

L2

be pertinent t® “bcth" by more than 85% of the responses for
each ‘componént of the‘criterion identified above.

Staff Qualification Standard
and Criteria

-

-

The standard "The program is staffed by qualified

respondents as, shown in Table 14. The criteria necessary to

Y ’

meet "the standard for effective BVPs were identified Ly the

participants as follows: a program staffed by gqualified
teachers/ing}ructional‘personnel in the following areas:
1. Vocationa}J%ducation (97.3%)

2. Vocational Education and speaks English

aﬂd target languade (89.2%)

3.7 Instruction of English as a Second Language .

A (ESL) (77.1%)

4. Multicultural understanding (75.0%)
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. Table 14

N - Lt P ‘.
S~ ‘stafft Qujlifii:ations Stgpdard and Criteria e . . h
s X . .
M ) . : . * . - “a SChle N ‘ P T
' ' . . : BVE . VE BOTH NONE
: i X S - . ct¥ & CF % CF 3 CF 0
Standard: : -~ T ) St .
The program is staffed by gualified personnel _' Y- 5 12.8 3 7.7 3. 79.%5 00 0.0 B
* . R Scale 1 T Scale 2 ‘ :
- ._SA __A u - _D SD BOTH _, BVE ’
: ! ': . CF £ CF % CF % CF - % CF % CF % CF . %
Criteria: : ’ C . . * . s
A. The progranm 1s staffed by . ' . \
‘ " qualified teachers/instruc- : . . \ . -
: tional personnel in the . - . o,
| following arcas: (rate all j 7, A Y < ‘
| areas) GJ ’ ! ‘
) . (1) vocational Educati 17 46.0 19- 51.3 , 1 +2.,7 O 0.0 O 0.0,,24; 85.3 S5 14.7
e (2) Vocational Educatijon, ' . . ] . - N N v
B English, ahd target . - . . . * '
language (3) . .- 14 37.8 19 5]l.4 2 5.4 2 5.4 0 0.0 24 82.8 5 17.2. | \
(3) Instruction oﬁ?nqlish ‘ ) . |
" L as a second language 13 37.1 .14 40.0 1 2.9 3 8.6 4 10.4 19 76.0° 6 24.0 . /\
. P (4) Multicultural understanding 11 30.0 16 44.4 S5 13.9 1 2.8 3 8.3 17 7R3 S 22.7
* L4
B. The teacher/instructional ) \ ’ l
} qualifications are validated ’ . NN ' 8 - L :
. " by: (rate all methods) ) ' .
(1) Florida VE Certification . Y . .
(regulaor or tempbrary‘) 20 55.60 14 38.9 2 5.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 33 100.0 0 0.0
. (2) Approved by logal school . . - .
‘ board or Loard of trustees 11 32.4 12 353 3 8.8 8°23.5 0 0.0 24 96.0 .1 4.0 {
The program is staffed by ) 8 .
quﬂlified_supportive. personnel : ) ) /
(rate all) . ) . ' - “
" '




- * : ' ry
. N )
. Table 14--Continued : 1 ,
L : : R
A : ' Scale 1 > Scale 2
- - ) SA A U D ., _sD BOTH BVE
- . CF % CF & TF . CF + CF 8 CF % _CF % -
(1) Guidance Counselors o , <
(a) BEnglish speaking only 3 8.6 ¥ 343 3 8.6 15 42.9 2 5.7 14 93.3 1 6.7
(b) Proficient in English & : ' . '
°  target language(s) + 11 30.6 18 .50.0 2 5.6 5, 13.9 0 0.0 22 78.6 6 21.4
(2) upational Specialist . ‘
(a) English speaking only 3 8.6 13 37.1 3 8.6 15 42.9 1 2.9 15 93.8 1 6.3
(b) Proficient in Knglish & e \ :
target language'(s) 10 278 20 55.6 2 5.6 1 2.8 3 8.3 18 94.7 1 £.3°"
(3) paraprofessionals ’
(a) English spealling only 2 5.9 13 38.2 4 11.8 14 41.2 1 2.9 13 86.7 2 13.3
(b) Bilingual English & ’
) target language(s) - 12 36.0 17 51.5 2 6.1. 2 6.1 0 0.0 20 68.0 9 31.0
D - ' . i
* 7
Scale: ) . .
BVE .= The standard is appropriate only for students enrolled in Bilingual Vocational Education
VE = The standard is appropriate only f tudents enrolled in traditional Vocational Education
. (the language of communication is English only) . o )
Both = The identified standard is equally relevant to BVE and VE programs .
None = The standard is not necessary for an effective BVE and/or VE program .
SA = Strongly -Agree ‘that the criterion described would have ‘considerable impact in meetiny the
) standard in an effect ive ‘BVE program ) 3 :
A, = Agree that the criterion described would have a moderate impact”in meeting the standard in
an effective BVE program } i
o = Undecided that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the“standard in an
effect{ve BVE program . ‘
P = Disagree that the criterion described would. have any impact in meeting the standard in an
effective BVE proyram ) .
sD =

Strongly'nisagree that Lhelbriterion described would have any impact in meeting the standarg

in an effective BVE proyram

* . . \,
® -
H

Z8 .
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Table 14 Scale: (continued) . -
CF = The total number of times that response'was selected by all -the respondents
3 = Percentage ‘of the total time, that -response was selected by those who responded to
. the questionnaire

f = The total number of times the response was selected within the school

Note: The percentage is calculated accotding to the number of responses to each question and
.not the total number ,of participants. . - -

- | ' . . '
Y
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In addition, these seafz qualifications were found pe“tlnent

to "both” by 77% or more of the respondents.

The methodology identified by the participants as e
relevant for theaalidation of teacher/instructional . -
© c e - 4

» .

qualifications are: (a) Florida VE Certification, xegular
or temporary (94.4%) énd/or (b) appfoved by local schocl
board or board of trustee§ (67 7%). The two‘idenéified

‘metHods were belleved pertlnent to "both" by 100% and 96.0%.

of -the respondents respectlvely. - ) -
' - S . 9 r_‘
The supportive rersonnel identified by the partici- N

pants as appropriate for the instruction of LEP students

were: (a) guidance counselors who'spoke English and target
language(s) (80.6%), (b) occupational specialist proficient : .
'in English and target language(s)  (83.3%), and (c) para-

professionals proficietit in English and tarcet langoage(s)

(87.9%) . . These criteria were additionally folind pertinent .
BA LS - .

to "both" by 68.0% or more of the responqents.

M -
T"he supportive personnel not found appropriate fcr

\ H]

the instruction of LEP students were (é) guidance counselors,

’

'{b) occupatlonal spec1alrst who spoke English only (45.1%), N

1nd (c)- paraprofeaélonal who spoke English only +(44.1%).
D
The criteria componen&g not fcund relevant for -the
- VAN Y

supportive personnel for“progrﬁﬁé with LEP students were,

further analyzg. by the types of programs the respondents

-

rkpresentéo, BVE aor ESL. Observation of the data shown in

Table 15 indicates that thqiregpondents reported that
. -
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\ S ™ Table 15
. . \ Staff Qualifications by Type of Instructor v \
» : ‘ - — -~ ’ .
. . - . - Scale
. . ) e BVE VE BOAH NONE

CF = % CF % . CF Y CF %

Standard: ) ‘q\\

The program is staffed by qualified personnel .

e :

» . . Coe SA A A ) u D SD o
. . : ' CF % CF % CF $ CF % CF 3 - '
. . . d T e
Criterion:
The program is staffez by .
qualified supportive exsonnel: EsSL 0O 0.0 9 9%.6 o0 0.0 .1 10.0 0 0.0
¢ ¢ (1) Guidance . ,

ta) English speaking only BVE 3 12.0 3 12.0 3’ 12.0 14 56.0 2 8.0 - .
(2) Occupational Specialist . :
{a) English speaking only ESL O 0.0 8.88.9"' 0 0.0 1 1. 0 0.0 Bl |
. % BVE 3 .11.6 5 19.2 3 11.5 14 53.9 1 3.9
, * « {3) Paraprofessiogals . .
, _ (a) English speaking on1y ESL 1 11.1 6°66.7 0 ©&.0 2 22.2 0 0.0
| BVE1 4.0 7 28.0 4 16.0 12 %8.0 1 4.0
| . - - )
T - ——— e e e e e
Scale: . . R
ESL = Staff of English as a Second Lanquage instruction
BVE = Staff of vocational Programs with TEP students enrolled
) SA = btrongly Agree that  the criter ion described would have a conslderable impacdt in meeting the
standard in an effective BVE program - -
A = Agree that the criterion described would have a moderate impact in meeting rhe standard in

‘ ) an cffective BVE program TN . °

S8
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 Table 15  Scale: (continued) : ) ' o
’ U = Undecided that the criterion described would hLave any impact in meetinqg the standard
in an effective DVE program : :
D = Disagree that the criterion described would have any iwpact in meeting the stantard in
an eftective BVE program . - - .
> . 8D = Strongly Disagree that the critet ion described would have any impact in meeting the
4 standard in an effuctive BVE program .
CF = The total number of times that response was selected by 4ll the respondents
¢ T"l‘ercem:age of the toiLal time that response was sqﬂected by those who responded to
the questionnaire . J ' r
- Notes:  The numbers and lefteis are concurrent with those used in the [t evious table and in
the questionriire, : .
The percentage is calculated according to the total responses to the guestion and not
the number of participants,
., ) ’
»

ERIC
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f : .
ESL English speaking support pe;sonnel are relevant for the

LEP student; i.e. 77.8% or more of the reSpondénts'gave this
response for the guidance counselor, ocdupational specialist,
and pafaprofessional. The BVE personnel did nc._-believe that
the English only s&pport personnel could serve the LEP.,

studenéﬁ enrolled in the program. | ’ ' o,

Fadilities Standard and Criteria

The standard "The facility enables program objectives
to be taught" was believed appropriate by 100%-of the respon-
dents, as ‘shown in Table 16. The criterion was identified ‘as
relevant té the standard when the reépondents selected SA -
plus A, a minimum of 60¢ of the time. | o

The firsé‘qfiteg}on identified as re}evant fof the
above standard was "The classroom labs or shops are'gdeqnate
for the instruction-of program objectives inyihe following
areas: (a) size (82.1%), (b} . -.tion (94.6%), (cf}arrange-
ment (81.63), (d4) maintenance (79.5%), (e) accessibilify for -
' handicapped (51.8%), (f) safety aspects (89.7%), and
(g) heating/ventilation (89.7%)." These'criteri; co@ponents
were fouqd'equaily relevant for "both" by the respondents
wigp a minimum response of 21.8% when a 60% minimu; was .
needed to, determine a criterion of component pertinent -to "both"

The second criterion, "Restrooms, dressing rooms,etc,,
are conveniently located for: (a) males (100%), ) females
(87.2%), and (c) hagdicapped (71.9%)," was shown relevant for

the standard and pertinent for "both" types of psograms by

100% of the responses. . .

109
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’ ) ' . Table "16 . . : - .
s L s .
Facilities Stafdard and Criteria
i : )
< b Y - : — ———— —_—
T . il . - Scale % = 4
d ; ‘Q' ‘ S A o BVE VE BOTH - NONE
; > L= ¢ ¢F N CF. 8 CF % CF % .
* Standaxd: o S N
The facility enables program objectives ! ‘
to be taught® - - . - 5,128 00°0.0 ' 87. s
R | o R K " Scile 1 . T " scale 22 N -
he SA i A ‘U VI SD BOTH BVE -
: CF_ 8 &F % CF % CF_ N CF 8 CF & CF___%°
Criteria: ) i .

A. The classroom labs, or shops
v are adequate PHr the- instruc-

tion of program objectives in -

the following areas: . @ate” v ‘ c. - ) |

‘a1l areas) o : : : ‘

(1) size 14 35.9 18 46.2 1 2.6- 6 15.4 0 0.0 28:87.5 4 12.5

(2) location . 15 40.4 20 S4.1 0 0.0 1 2.7 1 2.7 30 85.7 5 ]d.3

(3) Arrangement . 11 29.0 20. 52.6 1, 2.6 3 7.9 3 7.9 25 89.3 3 .10.7

(4) Maintenance 8 205 23 s9.0 5 12,8 2 5.1 1 2.6 28 90.3 3 9.7

(5) Accessibility for handi- - - ’ R
capped students ¢ 8 20.5 20 %1.3 5 12.8 2 5,1 4 10.3 28 106.0 O 0.0

(6) safety aspects . 10 2%.6 2% 64.1 2 5.1 2 5.1 0 0,0 34 100.0* 0 0,0 .

(7) Heatingyventilation 10 25.6 25 B4.1 1 2.6° 2 5.1 1 2.6 24 92:3 2 7.7 v

(8) Illyminat:ion 18,9 28 75.'} .2 5.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 32 '94.9 2 5.9

(9)‘ Acoustics 9 24.3 25 67.6‘\ o 0.0 2 5.4 1 2.7 1 100.0_ 0 0.0

6. 'Rcstro«)ms, dressing rooms, eotc,

are convenientlyvocated tor: . -

(1) Malc students 2 21 53.8 18 4¢.2 0 0.c 4] 0.0 0 0.0 37 100,0 0 0.0

(2) Female students 14 35.9 20 51.3 0 0.0 3 7.7 2 5.1 34 100.0 -0 0.0 g

(3) Handicapped students 15 38.5 13 133.3 4 10.3 ' 3 7.7 4 10.3 27 100,06 0 .0.u




Table 16--Continued

Scale 1

. . i Scale 2
(- ; SA A D . 8D, BOTH BVE. -
. ' . ) T 3 CF A CF N CF. 8 CF v CF \ CF .
T C. Restrooms, drgssing rooms, . :
safety directions & charts : . g ,
‘are clearly marked in: ‘
. (rate each one) ° . . ..
(1) English only -8 21.1 18 47.4 3 7.9 7 18.4 2 5.3 22 91.7 2 8.3
(2) 1iInternational symbols 6.15.8 14 3.8 3 7.9 10 26.3 5 13.2 8 90.0 2 10.0
' {3) -Target ‘language(s) only 0" 0.0 3 8.1 2 5.4 21 56.8 411 29.7 3°100.u 0 Ozd
(4) English & target lanqua?e(s% 7 18.4 20 52.6, 1 2.6 6 15.8 4 10.5 20 80.0 5, 20.0
<+ 7
Scale: o
BVE = z.g standard is™appropriate only for students enrolled in Bilingual Vocationai Education
VE = standard is appropriate only for students enrdlled in traditional Vocational Education
“ (the language of communication is English only) . -
’ Both = The identified standard is equally relevant to BVE and VE rograms :
« None ‘= ‘the standard is not necessary for 3n effective'BVE and/or VE_program
- SA = Strongly Agree that the criterion described would have considerable impact in meeting the
standard in an effectlve BVE program
A = Agree' that the criterion described would have a moderate impact in meeting the standard
in an effective BVE program .
u = Undecided that the criterion described would have any impact in meﬂttng the standard in
an effective BVE program
D = Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact "in mé@ting the standa:d in an
, ‘ effective BVE program ‘ .
Sh = Strongly Disagree that the criterion desctibed would have any impac. in meetlng the standard
in an effective BVE'program’ : -
CF  : The total number of times that response was selected by all the respOndents
‘¥ = Purcentage of .the total time that response was selected by those who tesponded tu the
' questionnaire - .
Notes The percentage is calculated avcordlnq to the number of responses to each question aund not g

the total number of participants,

P
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The final criterion, "Restrooms, dressing roonms, .
*(a) English only (68.4%), and (b) English and target«lan-

safety directions, and charts are clearly marked :ia

guage (s} (71.1%), was found relevant for the/standgrq to

be met. The components of (a) international symbols
o

(52.6%),aéd (b) target iadguage only were not féuhd
relevarnt by the réséond;nyg for meeting the standard. &:s"
.%he‘analysis of the ;tandapa éqdﬂits criteria for the l ,
faéilitie§ neceséary for,Yhe effec%?ve instruct}oé,of : ’ }

e

LEP students is contained in Table 16. - ©, ' . P

/ b
The anaiysis of the/rejected,criter1a components . _}lé

in reﬁerénce to the progrquareas Ehat the parti&ipantg
represeng is shown in ;éble 17. The analysis of data
- showed thét‘th ESL gersgnngl believeé thi use of ;nter-‘
national symbols iﬁ‘fé}e?ani%but.ﬁat:tpe’BWE‘pefsdgnel}l fn/' ,
?h?’dée of target language.only was rejeéted by both
.groups for meeting the standard. ‘

Instructional Resources Standard - .
and Criteria N ‘

As shownyin‘Table 18, the standard "Instructional’ .

RN 7

I
resourcec are used to meet program objectiyes' was found

v

\appropriate by 94.7% of the reSpdadents for meeting cthe

needs of all VE students.

A
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’ . . ' Table 17 ' N . . .
' Facilities Criterion by Type of Instrirtor S
- . : — - . —_— .
. - .o ' ) ‘ . ’ ‘ Scale . :
> . . ‘ _BVE VE BOTH NONE
. v . ] . CF * CF~ s ,CF A CF %
- Htandard: ’ _ )
The c¢lwssroom labs, or shops are e : e 7
adequate for the instruction of program . o
objrctives in the following: -~ . g . .
. LG . __. Scale 1l > o s i
' . . ‘ T & X 5 > )
Criterion: - ’ SA A u D SD U
, . 4 . °
. CF t CF t CF * CF v CF X .
. C. Restréoms, dressing rooms, s .
’ . safety directions and charts ‘ . - .
. . . are clearly marked®in: : .
(2) -International symbols  EJL 4 44.4 4 44.4 1 .32 O 0.0 0 0.0
° . ) <
> . ) BVE 2 €.9-10 34.5 2 6.9- 10 34,5 5 17.2
« . . e :“"" 2 T T T T T e T
¢ . [ ‘ N
i sl = staft of- Fnglish as a Second Language in%tructxon . .
o RVE - staff of Vhratlnnal Programs with LEP students enrolled
NOOSA 3tzonq1y Aqree that the criterion described would have a considerable impact in meeting the
standard’ in an effactive BVE program . *
A = Agree that the criterion described would havo a molvratp impact in meeting the standard in
an effective BVE-program
) , U - Undecided that the criterion described would have any impact in mecting the standard in
) . can of feelive BVE program 8
) >
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- Table 17 3cale: (coutinued) ; ] A
D = Dlsc\grep that the .criterion descnb;d{:ould have any 1mpd(.t in meeting the standard R
- in an eftective BVE [Program . g . .
e« SD - = Strongly Disagree, that the criterion described would have any impa’cty 1n meeting the
standard in an effgctive BVFE program - )
CF = The total number of timés that response was selected by ‘the respondents , "4

t .= Percentage of“the-total time that response was selected by those who responded
to the quostimmalre

. A N . [}
A = ' . . . .
Motew: ‘The numbers dnd-letters are concurrent with those used in the previous table and in v
the qubstionnaire. ' /
L]
v'c !
2 The percentage is calculated according to the total responses to the qucbtu)n and not
the number of pdrtlclpants. y .
- e Y
° ‘ R ~aA
- . . . *

ERIC . . 117
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Instructional Resources Standard and Criteria

-

Table 18

BOTH

\4
CF C

F

Criteraia: ) .
The program has the following
instructional resources to
*attain program objectives.
(rate all resources) .
(1) Tools and equipment . 15
(2) Vocational instruct‘ional

Q 4 1.1 3

Standard: - -
Instructional resources are used to _
mect program objectives

33 86.8 ol 2,6

SA

BOTH

CF

materials in: (rate all)

(a) English only 10

(b) Englist & target *
_language (s) 6

{¢) Target language(s) onl 1-

(d) Components of Englisk &
target language needed
fpr occupation (i.e.,
bilingual secrgtary) 13

(3) English as a second lan-

guage mutcrials for the
‘Cupational area 12
Insumable supplies 12

41.7

27.8

18.8

20

16

13
19

{8

20

N

‘10 40.0.
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Y

(5) Related Resources (equip-
ment, livestock, human
subjects, etc.)

(6) Audiovisual materials

Tools and equipment in this
program are similar to those™
used in business ag' industry

Tools'apd equipment have the
necessary safety devices

If tools and equipment, break,
service’ is available to repair
them

Worn, bruken or outdated tcols
and equipment are replaced

Instructional materials in this
proyram are nondiscriminatory
in content toward: (rate all)
(1) Males

(2) Pemales

(3) Races

(4) Handicapped

{5) Ethnic qroups‘

(6) Limited English spea&ing

Scale 2

BOTH

CF ;)

15

13

12

17
16
16
16
17
15

o
e

42.9

37.1

33.0

47.2
44 4
44.4
44.4
47.2
41.7

18
23

18

20

19

16

17
18
18
17
17
16

52.9

57.1

54.3

44.0

47.2
50.0
50.0
47.2
47.2
44.4

ococoo

- C =~ Q000
VO C OO0

O ®mMOOC

2

0.0

0.0

129

Scale: sge next page

e

4

26 92.9
32 97.0
33 97.1
34 97.1
31 96.9
27 96.4
33 97.1
33 97.1
33 97.1
30 96.8
27 84.4
28 90.3
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. Table 18 Scale: . .
, BVE = The standard is appropriate énly for students emolled in Bilingual Vocational Fducation
VE = The standard is appropriate only for students enrolled in traditional Vocational Education
(the language of communication is English only) *

Both = Tie identified standard is equally relevapt to BVE and VE programs .
None = The standard is, not necessary for an effective BVE and/or VE proqran? -
SA = Strongly Agree that the criterion described would have cunsiderable impact in meeting

. the 'standard in an effective BVE program -

: A = Agree-that the criterion described would have a moderate impact in meeting the standard
i in an effective BVE proqram : - ‘ ’
. u = Undecided that the criterion described would have any impact in meetinJ:thc Staﬂdfid in an .
) :effective BVE program , -
"D = Disagree that the ciiterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard in an
. effective BVE program : ‘ '
SD = Strongly Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting °
the standard in an effective BVE program *
CF ~ = The total number of times that response was selected Ly all the respondents
% = Percentage of the total time that response was selected Ly those who responded to the
questionnaire . B \
f = The total number of times the response was selected\within the school

Note: The percentage is calculated according to the number of responses Lo each question and !
not the total number of parti~ipants. .
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I ) The criteria and/or its companents (see Table 18)

were found relevant for the standard .when a minimum or

' 60% of the participants seleeted SA plus A reépohse. The

first criterion, "The program has the following ifstruc-

'

tional resources to attain program objectives,

was found
relevant -by the requnden;s for.the following component;:
(a) tools and equipmént (97.2%); (b) vocationél,instruc-
tion in English and %arggf langua@e(s; t78.1%); compénen?s’ \
Sfqu?lish and tirget language needed for occupétiona}
area (80.68%); cénsumable supplies (86.}%); related
resources (equipmenf,'livestock. human subjects, etc.) .
{79.4%); audiovisual mate;ialé (91.9%); ans?Englisp as
a Second languaye materials for the oscﬁpational area
(73.5%). Tﬁese idehtifieg, relevant criteria were addi-'
tionally ipund pertinent to "both," with a 60% or more
response. A minimum of 60% c¢f the respondents had to
select "both," for ;he criterion and/or its components
to be considered —ertinent to BVE and VE programs with
L™P students enrolled.

)The criterion components that were rejected by

.the participants for the above stated criterion were, -
(a) vocational instructional materialsﬁin English only
(52.8%), and’ (b) vocational instruct;onal materials in
target language(s) only (8.8%). The data wete further
analyzed by the program a:e;s which the participant

8

N




tional materials are relevant for meeting the standard,

.Criteria -

s ' ) 97 .

repfesented, BVE or ESL. The anqusié showed the ESL

staff (77.8%)_responded thqt English only vocational ipstruc-

but not the BVE staff (44. 4%) ‘(see Table 19). \

The criterion Instructional resources are used

to meet program objectives, was found relevant to the stan-

L. R b
dard, i.e., 77.8% of the respondents selected SA plus A.

A

The redevant criteria are:. (h) tools and equipment in this

prégram are 51m11ar to thosd used in bus#hess and industry,

~ (b) tools and equlpment have the necessary safety dev1ces,

(c) if tocls and equipment break, se§v1ce is available ta

repair -them, (d) worn, broken or outdated tools and equip- .

ment are replaced, and (e) instructional materials in‘'this

program are nondiscriminatory in content toward males,.
females, racvs, handicapped, ethnic groups or LEP. These .
above stated criteria were aéditionally found pertinent to

"hoth" with.a minimum response of 84.4% of the responses,

when a minimum of 60% response was required for a criterion

. —_ o
cr itsxcomponent to be pertinent for "both."

Recrultment Standard and o

s

The need for "an active recruitment program for
“." . . ‘§ 2

‘students" was a standard found. appropriate by 78.9% of the

respondents to the questlon as shown in Table 20.

_The follow1ng criteria alsc shgwn in Table 20 were .

" identified by a minimum'of 70% of the respondents to be rele-

vant for meeting the abové Standard:. (a) orientation
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. Table 19 ' .

Instructional Resources Criterion by Type of Instructor

A U D sbp
. CF 1 CF 1 TF % TF % TF & _,
: 1
standard: |
. Instructional resources are . . j
used to mdéet program objectives. ' 1
Criterion: . : . i
’ - A. The program has the following ' |
L instructional resources to ?
* « attain program objectjves R
(2) Vocationalyinstructional . |
materials in: ESL 4 44.4 3 33.3 1 1. 1 11.1 0 0.0 g
(a) English ohly BVE 6 22.2 6 22,2 2 7.4 12 44,4 1 4.0 g

ESL = Staff of English as a éecond Language instruction
B : BVE- = Staff of Vocational Programs with LEP students- enrolled

SA = Strongly Agree that the criterion descr ibed would have a cansiderable impact ‘in meeting the

standard in an effective BVE program
A - Agree that the criterion described would have a moderate impact in meeting the standard in

t Scale: .
l
|
\
|
|

+an effective BVE program

v o=
* ' an effective BVE program
4 D =
an effective BVE program
Sb =

= Undecided that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standafd in
Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard in

Strongly Disagree¢ that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the
standard in-an_ef[ective BVE proqgram

/7

i
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Table 19 Scale: (continued) ) '
CF = The total number of times that response was selected v the respondents

Y = Percentage of the total time that rgsponse was selected by those who responded
to the questionnaire

Wotes: , The numbers and iettezg are concurrent with those used in'the previous table and

% in the questionnaire.

3

The perpenfsge ks calculated according to the total responses to the question g
and not the number of participants.

»




Table 20

P 2 Recruitment Standard and Criteria )
) Scale >
- BVE - VE BOTH NONE .
CF i CF $ CF A CF % ’
Standard: . 4
The program provides an active recruitment .‘
program for studen:s . L 1 2.6 4 10.5 29 76.3 4 10.5
= . Scale 1 Scale 2
SA A U D sD BOTH BVE
b CF_ A CF N CF 8 CP__ % CF_ 8 CF 'V CF___ %
Criteria:

f A. Orientation sessions are held

f to acquaint students with the
| i program. )

(1) multilingual staff par- .

ticipate in recruitment .

program 9 28.1 18 56.3 2 6.3 3 9.4 0 0.0 17 65.4 9 34.6

|

:

|

i

B. Printed information is provided
to acquaint students with the
program '
(1) printed material is pro-'
| vided in: (rate all)
| (a) English only 3 10.0 10 33.3 3 10.0 10 33.3 _4 13.3 11 91.7 1 8.3
(b) Target langaage(ss omly 1 3,3 4 13,3 8 26.7 12 40.0 5 16.7- 4 80.0 1 20.0
f{c) English & target ]
language (s) 16 51.6 11 35.5 2 6.5 2 6.5 0 0.0 14 51.9 13 48.1

C. Community resources that are -
used tg provide information to

prospective gtudents \

(1) The community regources
that are used: (rate all) o

129 : ) o - 139
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Table 20 Continued .

Scale 1 - Scale 2
¥ SA A U D SD BOTH BVE
. ,C_ N CF -t CF_,% CF-_% CF % CF __ % CF__
(a) Radio & TV i ’
a.l English only ' )
programs 2 6.5 9 29.0 1 3.2 16 .51.6\\“3\, 9.7 9 90.0 1 10.0
a.2 Target language !
program(s) 6 19.4 7 22.6 9 29.0 7 22.6 2 6.5 5 41.7 8 6b.7
a.3 Both English and
target language
. program(s) 10" 31.2 *'16 50.0 0 0.0 6 18.8 0 0.9 19 73.0 7 27.0
r (b) Newspapers .
. b.1 English lanquage .
only 2 -6.7 7 23.3 3 10.0 12 4b0:0 6 20.0 8 88.9 1 11.1 o
. b.2 Target language(s) . » )
only 5 16.7 10 33.3 4 13.3 8 26.7 3 10.0 6 40.0 9 60.0
b.3 Both BEnglish and ) . a
. target language(s) 11 372.0 11 37.0 2 6.5 6 1.4 0 0.0 17 80.¢ 4°19.1
(c) Social organizations ‘
c.l social services ’ . :
‘agencies 7 23.3 21 70.0 2 6.7 0 0.0 0O 0.0 12 70.4 8 29.6
) ¢ c.2 Ethnic clubs 9 30.0 18 6€0.0 3 10.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 19 76.0 6 21.0 !
. All students are encouraged to '
“enter the program: (rate all) R ]
(1) Male - 16 51.6 15 48.4 0 0.0 O 0.0 0 0.0 29 96.7 1 3.,3°
(2) Female 16 51.6 15 48.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 29 96.7 1 3.3 .
(3) From ethnic groups living . , \ '
« in the area 16 51.6 15 48.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 29 9v.7 1 3.3
(4) From r.~es living in the )
area 17 54.8 14 45.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 24 92.3 2 \7.7
(5) Lim}ted English gpeaking 15 46.9 12 137.5 2 6.3 3 9.4 0 0.0 '24 92.3 .2 7.7
{6) Handicapped - _#}5 46.9 14 45.2 P 6.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 20 96.3 ' 3,%;
= -

Scale: see next page
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Table 20 Sc lg:

= The\standard is approprlate only for students enrolled in Bxlingual Vocational Education

None = The gtandard ig not necessary for an effective BVE and/or VE program

Note:

= Strqngly Agree Nat the criterion descr ibed would have considerable impact in meeting
the /standard in aN effective BVE program
tded that the .criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard in
an éffective BVE program, .
= Undecided that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard
in ‘an effective BVE program
= Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard
in an effectfve BVE program - L
= Strongly Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact in neeting the
* standard in an effective BVE program
= The total number of times that response was selected by all the respondents
= Petcentage of the total time that reqponse was selected by those who responded to the
\ questionnaire
= The total number of times the response was selected within the school

L4 * Al
. .

-

The petcentage is calculated according to the numher of responses to each question and
not the total number of participants. .

I3
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sessions are held to acquaint students with thée progranm,
multili;gsgl staff participate in recruitment, (b) printed-
information ié‘;rovided to acquaint students with the pro-
grams;‘brinted material is provided in'EngI{Eh ari target
languagé(s), and (67" community resources that are qsed to

>

?rovide information to gfogpective §thdents; radio and T.V.
) in English and target'language(s): newspapers_in English and
target language(s); social organizations, social-servires
agenczes, ‘ethnic clubs, all students are enc0uraged to enter
the program, male, female, from e2hn1c groups 11v1ng in
area, from races living in the area, LEP and Handicapped.
The criteria that were identified as relevant for the stan-
dard and cited above were adaitionally found pertinent

to "both" by the respondents with a minimum response of

70% when only 60% was necessary for a cariterion and/or

™

its component to be considered pertinent to "both."
” The criterion components that were reject;% by tge
data from the respondents théﬁ were analyzed: .(a) printed
information is provided in English only (43. 33%),.target \\\
language(s) only (16 7%), and (b) communlty resources that
are used: radlo and T.V. English only prggrams (35.5%),
target languaée(s) only (41.9}); newsfaperé English language
bnly (30.0%) target language only (50%). Further analysis of
the participants' fesponses to the rejected criteria com-
ponents by" program areas represented by the respondents indi-
cated that the ESL staff supported the use of 'English cnly
133, -
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" in all areas whereas the BVE personnel rejected it in_all

areas. (See Table 21.)
$ .
Admission Standard and Criteria

The stapdard "Admissions procedures for the é}oqram
are operational”" were founq’appropriate for'ég programs
\with LEP and English speaking (ES) students by 94.5% of
_the respondents to the question (see Table 22). “

The criterion was identified as relevant“for the |
standard when a minimum of 60% of'the respondents'selected'
SA Plus A (see Table 22). The criterfa that were identified
as relevant for the standard above were: (a) academic ‘

prerequisites are specified for students in target)language

plus some Engliéh know{edge (64.7%), (b) students .enrolled

in the program are at proper grade level as specified in the -

Course Code Directory-Public Schools 1980-81 (87.1%), (c) the

admission proceddres are developed by administrators (91.2%),
» . -«

and counselors (71.4%), (d) teachers dssist in the éé;gction

of students who enter.the'proqram (67.7%); and (e) teachers.

.

work with Student Service personnel to provide students with

- v
information about occupations (90.9%)./ The above named

criteria with the exception of (a) were believed-by at

least 76% of the resrondents to behpertinent to "both" when a

~

« .
minimum of 60% was necessary to identify a criterion or its

'component as being pertinent. The criterion (a) Academic

prerequisites are specified for studen®s in target ianguage

plus some Engiish knowledge was not found relevant jl7;8%).

e
e



- Recruitment Criteria by Type of Instructor

A
)

The program

Criteria:
JPrinted information is pro
to acquaint students with the

(1) Printed macerial is
provided in
{a) 'English only

Comminity resources that
are used to provide infor-
mation to prospective stu-

(1) The community resources
that are.usedz

Radio & TV .

Englush only pro-

Target 1anguage

Newspdpers
Enqlish ldnguage

farget language (s)

provides an active
recrultment program for

ed

FSL
BVE

ESL
BVE
ESL
BVE

ESL
BVE »
ESL
BVE

U e
[ PSR -

-
) W W

44.4,
28.6

NN D
NN D

e o e
LV SRR

44.4
14.2
33.3
3.3

see next page
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SA

A

D

CF
]

.Notes:

- Table 21 Scale: . .
ESL = sStaff of English as a Second Language instruction .
BVE = Staff of. Vocational Programs with LEP students enrolled -

= Strongly Agree that the criterion described would have a considerable impact' in meeting -
the standard in an effective BVE program '

= Agree that the criterion describéd would have a moderate impact in meeting the standard ~
in an effective BVE program

G u ;i”Undecidgd that the criterion would have any impa. in meeting the standard in an

"effective BVE projram .

= Disagree that the oriterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard . -
in an effective BVE program k=g

= Strongly Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact in .meeting the
standard in an effective BVE program

= The total number of times that response vas selgcted by the respondents <
= Percentage of the time that response was selected by those whp responded to the J
questionnaire

L]
‘

. The numbers and letters are coucurrent with those used in the previous table and

in the questionnaire.
A

The percentage is calculated according to thé total responses to the question and not
the number of participants.

i
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v . ) Table 22

-~
vl

Admission Standard and Criteria

. Scale
BVE VE BOTH NONE |
CF $ CF 3 CF % CF 3
Standard:
Arlmissions prdcedures for the program are
. operational 1 2,86« 2 .5.6 33 91.7 0 0.0
- Scale 1 4;§6;29a1e 2
SA - U < D sD BVE.
CP % &F CF A\ CF %+ CF s CF s 'CF
Criteria: . T
A. Academic prerequisites are
specified for students in: -
(rate all) -, .
(1) BEnglish only 7 20.0 8 22.9 5 14.3 12 34.3 3 8.6 13 86.7 2 13.3
(2) Target language plus some /
English knowledge 4 11.8 13 -38.2 9 26.5 8 23.5 0 0.0 7 46.7 8 53.3
(3) English plus some knowledge ’ ’ -
of target language 1 2.9 19 54.3 6 17.1 9 25.7 O 0.0 12 60.0 8 40.0
’?Tatggt language(s) only 1 2:9 5 14.7 12 35.3 11 32.5 5 14.7 2 28.6 5 71.4
(5) English or target language(s) 6 17.0- {0 28.6 B8 22,9 10 28.,6° 1 2.9 9 60.0 6 40.0
" B. Students enrolled in the progvam
are at proper grade level as
specified in the Course Code ,
Dipactoty~?ublic Schools
\ 1980-81 - - 7 2.6 200 %4.5% 2 26.5 2 6.5 0 0.0 25 100.0 0 0.0
) C. The admisgsion procadures are
developed‘by: (rate all) .
( Administrators 9 26,5 22 64.7 1 2.9 2 5.9 0 0.0 21 96.7 1 3.3

13
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/ . .
/ Table .‘_!2—&rltimxed
. Scale 1 Scale 2
SA A . U D ) BOTH _ BVE .
' CE_ 8 CF -8 CF 8 CF 8 CF_8 CF N CF o
A 3 * -+
(2) Counselors 9 -26.5 22 64.7 1 2.9 2 5.9 0 0.0 21 95.5 1 4.5
(3) Teachers 8 22.9 17 48.6 1 2.9 9 25.7 0 0.0 23 95.8 1 4.1
(4) school support personnel 7 20.0 13 37.1 3 8.6 ‘12 34.3 0 0.0 19 95.0 1 .5.0
(5) Parents 3 9.1. 5 15.2 4 12,1 13 39.4 8 24.2 7- 87.5 1 12.38
(6) Community representatives S -14.3 10. 2B.6 3 8.6 11 31.4 6 17.1 11 91.7 Y 8.3
D. Teacher(s) assist in the selec- .
4 tion of students; who enter the . : ' .
- program ; 6 19.4 15 48.4 5 16.1 2 6.5 3 9.7 20 95.2 1 4.8
E. The criteria used for student
admission into the “Work Expe- ’
rience” program are: (rate all) . : !
(1) Truancy problem 5 15.2 8 24.2 14 42.4 4 12,1 2 6.1 13 100.0 0 0.0
" (2) Need work in order to con- ' '
ti{me education 10 30.3 16 45.5 3 9. 3 9. 1 3.0 24 9.0 1 4.0 .
(3) Deprived economically 7 23,3 19 63.3 3 10.0 1 3.3 0 0.0 25 96.2 1 3.9
_ (4) Negative attitude toward: N ‘
(a) work - ¢ 7 4 12,1 12 3.4 6 18.2- 9 27.3 2 6.1 15 93.8 1 6.3\
(b) -school ' 5 14.7 .12 35.3 4 11.8 12 35.3 1 2,9 17 100.0 0 0.0
(c) society 'S 15.2 10 30.3 5 15.2 11 33.3 2 6.1 11 91.6 1 8.3
(5) Poor self-concept 671838, 12, 37.5 6 18.8° 6 18.8 2 6.3 17 94.4 1 5.6
{6) Alienation 4 12.5 11 34.4 4 12.5 12 37.5 1 3.1 14 93.3 1 6.7
(7) Discipline problem 6 18.8 8 25.0 6 18.8 10 231.3 2 6.3 12 100.0 0 0.0 ,
(8) Half-day. performer ’ ’ ) '
(lilqitéd a tipn span) . 5 15.2 12, 36.4 5 15.2 10 30.3 "1 3.0 16 94.1 1 5.9
{9) M-aqe in grade 5 12.8 21 52.9 3 7.7 5 12,8 5 12.8 23 95.8 1 4.2
(10) Not relating to classwotk 6 18.2 14 42.4 6 18.2 4 10.0 3 9.1 7 8.8 1 12.5
(11) Lack of interest 9 28.1 8 25.0 5 15.6 9 28.1 1 3.1 13 92.9 h o 7.1’_‘
- K = o
o
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Table 22--Continued

. ) Scale 1 : Scale 2
o SA ~ ! A .U . D SsD __BOTH BVE
> CP % CF 8 CF 3 CF A\ CF L) CF S CF 3
F. Teachers work with Student .
Service porsonnel to provide . r.
students with infbrnption . ‘
about occupations . 14 42.2 16 48.5 0 0.00 1 3.0 2 6.1 29 96.7 1 3.3
G. Students servile personnel help ' '
develop flexible schedules to b !
meet special needs of "wWork , . .
Experience” gtudents . 14 42.4 11 33.3 .5 15.2 1 3.0 2 6.1 24 96.0 1 4.0
Scale: ' . .
BVE = The standard is appropriate only for students entolled-in Bilingual Vocational Education
VE = The standard is appropriate only for students enrolled in traditional Vocational Edud%tion
Both = The identified standard is equally relevant té BVE and VE programs
None = The standard is not necessary for an effect}ée BVE and/or VE program ‘.
SA = Strongly Agree that the criterion described would have considerable impact in meeting the
standard in an effective BVE program
A = Agree that the criterion described would have a modetate impact Ln meeting the standard in
an effective BVE program
u = Undecided that the criterion desoribed would have any impact in meeting the standard in
an effective BVE program
D = Disagree that the criterion described would hadve any lmpact in meeting the atandard in
an effective BVE program o )
SD = Strongly Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard
in an effective BVE progtam
CF = The total number cf times that response was selected by all the respondents
= Percentage of the total time that response was selected by those who responded to the

questlpnnaire

60T
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5 Table 22 Scale: (contifued)
— 4 = The total number of times the response was selected within the school

Mote: The percentage is calculated according to the number of responses to each question
and not’ the total number of participants.




4

T ' T —— —— V- W———
ue
ed "

U N e S . —

111
The criteria that specifically refer to 'the "Work
experience Programs" were reported ‘but not incorporated into
the, BVIPRC for the reason that few participants were familiar
with "Work Experience" and no programs identified. The cri-

terﬁ;_;@ai—were found relevant for the standard were: (a) the

-
criteria used for students admission into the "Work Experi-

enée"uéragram are: need work in order to continue education
(75.5%) | deprived economically (86.7%), over-age in grade
(66.7%) , and net relating to classwork.(66.6%), {b) teachers

work with Student Service personnel to provide students

with information about occupations (90.9%), and (c) stu-

dentz service personnel help develop flexible schedules

to meet special needs of "Work Experience” students (75.8%). °
'The previously identified criteria and their components

were also found pe;tinent to "both" by a minimum of 87.5%

of ;he,respoﬁses.

The critgrion components that were rejected by 

the analysis of the participants' responses were: _-A
(a) Academic prerequisites are specified'for students in -~
English only (42.9%), English plus some knowiedge of target
language (57.1%), target,languége(s) only (17.7%); and *
English or target language(s) (45.7%), (b) the admission
procedures are develuped by: teachers (57.1%), school

support versonnel (42.9%), parents 24.2%), and‘community PR

representatives (42.5%).
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The criterion for éomponents.thag were rejected were
further analyzed in reference to fhe.prograﬁ areas thét‘the ‘ .'
participants represented, ESL or BVE. The analysis of these
data showed the fol;éwiﬂg:n.(a) English only pre;equigftes 5
for studené‘admission were believed relevant(by“éhe ESL
(77.0%) staff but not the BVE (30.8%).:English plus some

knowledge of the target language was believed relevant by
o )

the ESL (66.7%), but not the BVE (53.9%), target language(s)

only were not believed relevant by either group, nofuwgs :

the use of ﬁnglish or target,languaée(s); (b) the admigsion

érocedufes.areidevelopedAby teachers was believed relevant

by the ESL (100%) but not by the BVE staff (42.3%) school

support personnel was believed relevant by the ESL (66.7%)

staff but not the BVE (34.6%) staff, parents were believed

relevant by the ESL staff (66.7%), buf not by the BVE 8.3%

staff; community représentﬁtives were believed relevant bx

the ESL (66.7%) but not the BVE (34.6%) staff (see Table‘2'3‘).
The cFiterion components that were fejected for e

the "Work Experience" program were also further analyzed

\by the program areas the participants represented. It

waé,shown that each rejected criterion was believed rele-

vant by the ESL group but not the BVE group.

J =) - .
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’ ' ' L. - Table 23 B

Admigsion Standard .a_nd Criteria by Type of/l{ructor

. . _8A'__ A u D ‘ sp . |
- o __ CF ‘s CF . CF A\, -CF ) CF_____ % |
Standarad: o ) ST
Admissions proceduces for the - ~ ’ - L
program are operational ] ‘ ’ -
A. Academic preréquisites are . . ~ : ( .
specified for students in: ESL 5 55.6 2 22.2 1 11.1 1 11.1 0 0.0
(1) English only ° BVE 2 7.7 6 23.1 4 15.4° 11 42.3 3 11.6
(3) “nglish plus some Lo .
. knowledge Of target ESL 1 11.1 5 55.6 \0 0.0 3 33.3 0 0.0
language BVE 0 0.0 14 53.9 6 30. 6 24.0 V) 0.0
(4) Target language(s) ESL 1 12.¢ 1 12.¢ 0 0.0 5 62.% 1 12.5 ° L]
’ . ) anly ) BVE 0 0.0 , 15.4 12 46.2 6 23.1 4 15.4
' C. The ddmissions procedures S ’ '
. are developed by: ESL° 5 S5.¢ 4 44.4 0 00 0 0.0 0 0.0 ‘
(3) Teachexs . BYE 2 1.7 9  34.6 3 11.5 12 46.2 0 0.0 )
(4) School support ESL 3 33.3 3 -33.3 1 11.1° 2 22.2 0 0.0 4
personnel BVE 0 0.0 9 34.6 11 42.3 3 11.5 3 11.° -
(5) parents : ESL 3 33.3 3 33.3 0 0.0 3 33.3 0 0.0 .
BVE 0 0.0 % 8.3 4 16.7 10 41.7 8 33.3
E. Tﬁe criteria used for - . .
.student admission into . . . Lt :
‘ the "Work Experience" ) - . R
A program are: . ESL 4 .50.0 1 12.5 2 15.C 1 12.5 0] 0.0
4.0 7 28.0 12 48.0 - 3 12.0 2 8.0

(1) Truancy ‘problem BVE 1 .
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"Table 23 --Continued

1 .
, - " _sA D SD .
CF L CF Y CF . CF A CF . 0
Nt
(4) Negative attitude toward: . < -
(a) work ESL 4 50.0 4 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 .
. BVE 0 0.0 8 32.0 6 2.0 9 36.0 2 8.0 ‘
(b) School - ESL’ 4 50.0 3 =37.5 1 12.5 0 ,0.0 0 0.0
. BVE 1 3.9 9 34.1 3 }1.5 12 46.2 11 3.9
{c) society ESL 4 50.0 4 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
. , BVE 1° 4.0 6 24.0 5 20.0 11 44,0 2 8.0
(5) Poor ‘seli-concept ESL - 4 50.0 4 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 n 0.0
' ‘ BVE 2 8.3 8 33.3 o 25.0 6 25.0 2 8.3
‘6) Alienation ESL 4 50.0 3 37.5 1 12.5 0 0.0 0 0.0
. , BVE 0 0.0" 8 33.3 3 12.5 12 50.0 1 4.2
(7) Discipline problem ESL 4 50.0 2 25.0 2 25.0 Yy O 0.L 0 0.0
A BVE 2 8.3 6 25.0 4 16.7 10 41.7 2. 8.3
{8) Half-day performer ESL 4 50.0 3 37.5 1 12.5 0 0.6 0 0.°
(limited attention span) BVE i 3.9 ‘8 33.3 4 16.8 10 4. 1 3.9
(11) Lack of interest ESL 5 62.5 2 25.0 1 12,5 0 0.0 0 0.0
. . BVE 4 16.7, 6 25.0 4 16.7 9 37.5 1 4.2
Scale: ‘ -
ESL = Staff of English as a Second Language instruction
BVE = Staff of Vocational Programs with LEP students enrolled
SA & 5trongly Agree that the criterion described would have a considerable impact in meeting the
™ gtandard in an effective BVE program’
A .= Agree that the criterion described would have a moderate 1mpact in meeting the standard in
. ' an effective BVE program
U » Undecided that the criterion descr ibed would have uny impact in meceting the standard in an

effective BVE program




23  Scalg " (continued)

= Disagre that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard
in an efffective BVE program
= Strongly Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the ™
standard in an effective BVE program
= The total number of tlmes that response was selected by the respondents . s
= percentage of the total time that response was selected by those who responded )
to the questionnaire :
The number and letters are concurrent with those used in the prev1ous table and in
the questlonnaire.

1he percentage is calculated according to the total responses to the question and
nou the number of partlcipants.




Class Enrollment Standaré .
and, Cr 'terlon ' . ..

S The standard "Classroom enrollment is limited to
permit students to attain the program objectives” was
' believed'appropriate by $4.4% of the respondents for "both"
and "BVE only" as shown in Table 24. A minimum of 60%
response both "both" and/or "BVE only was necessary for
the standard to be appropriate for the instruction of
LEP students enrolled in ‘the vocational programs.
The crlterlon for class. enrollment also shown in
Table 24, "The enrollment is restricted to-;re;:ge_;tu— — o
dents with the opportunity to obtain-program obJectlves
was percéxved as relevant by 91.7% of the- re;;eAQents. -
.- A minimum of 60% of the responses from the participants
. was requ;red'to be "SA and/or A" for the criterion to be
identified as relevant for meeting the standard. The
criterion was additiopally identified as pertinent- for ' .
"both" types of programs, BVE and VE, by 96.6% of the |

3 * o »

respon@gnts.‘ . o

~

Instruction Standard and Criteria

The analyses of data for the standard and criteria
for the instruction of the LEP students enrolled in the
vocational program is shown in Table 25. The standerd

"Instruction is organized in order to assist students

in meeting program objectives" was believed appropriate

o 153

,




Table 24 : R

Classroom Enrollment Standard and Criterion

g . Scale .
- : BVE . VE BOTH . NONE
: CF D CF. s V\'CF ® CF___ %
Standard: * "
Classroom enrollment is limited tc permit , , -
students to attain the program objectives . 2 5.6 -1 2.8 32 88.9 ‘1 2.8
’ . Scale 1 ' Scale 2
. SA - A U D SD BOTH. BVE
CF ) CF % CF L3 CF % CF $ CF S CF S
Criterion: -

A. The enrollment is restricted to
provide student: with the oppor-

tunity to obtain program objec- , ) .
tives 21 5s58.3 12 33.3 (4] 0.0 3 8.3 (4] 0.0 28 96.€ 1 3.5
Scale: . . _ . — — - - ' N

BVE = The standard is appropriate only for students enrolled in Bilingual Vocational Education
VE = The standard is appropriate only for students enrolled in traditional vocational Education
. (the language of comminication is English only) g . '

Both = The-identified standard is equally relevant to BVE and VE programs

None = The standard is not necessary for an effective BVE and/or VE program

SA = Strongly Agree that the criterion described would have consgiderable impact in meeting the
standard in an effective BVE program

A = Agree that the criterion described would have a moderate impact in meeting the standard in
an effective BVE program

u = Undecided that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the atandard in an
effective BVE program

D = Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard in an
effective BVE proyram

SD = Strongly Disagree that the criterion descrqug would have any impact in meeting the standard
in an effective BVE program “

LR
[}
~

.
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24 Scale: (continued) Y ’

= The total number of times that response was selected by all the respondents

= Percentage of the total time that response was selected by those who responded to
the questionnaire

= The total number of times the response was selected within the school

The percentage is calculated according to the numbet of responses to each question and'
not the total number of patticipants.

. o . 150
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by 97.2% of the respondents,for fboth” and "BVE only."
A criterion was considered relevant for meeting the stan-
dard in the event that a minimuQ’of 60% ‘'of the responses

were 57 plhs A. ) .

The criterion that the respondents reported as
being relevant for meeting the standard are as follows:
(a) the methods of instruction that may be used in order - .

“for students to meet prograﬁ objectives are: (a) instruction

. g py
o
‘

1

is varled to accommodate individual learning style of stu-

"

dents (94.3%) and students progress at their own rate

b

‘through a series of tasks (97.7%), (b) the'langpage(s)

K

that may ‘be.used in' the instructlon of students are:

l
|

English and target language(s) (85.7%), (c) the instruc-

-

tional staff may be composed of: vocational‘fzstructor.

. i . "i
who speaks English and target language(s) (100%), wocatioﬁEI

instructor who speaks Englisp only and a paraprofessional

who speaks English end taréet langeage(s) (68.6%), vocationa} * .
instructor-and a paraprofessional who speak English ‘ .
and target language(s) (78.8%) ; vocational instructor . _ .
who speaks only English (63.68); (d) the evaluation
methodologies that}hay be used for the program are: ’
a student's performance is compared with a predetermined

standard (82.9%); a pretest/posttest is given to determine’

individual student's achievement (84.2%): (e) student organi- ¢
/ ' ’ '

s
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,
zation activities are included in the program's instructional

component (83.3%); and ff) cooperative or on-the-job

instrgction‘is provided for ali students when needed (72.;3%).
| The criterion that the respondents did not report _

as being relevant for meetigg the ;tandard was: the methods

of instruction that may be ;sed in order fo§ students

to meet program objectives are: (a) specific period

Qf time is allocated-to each coﬁfsaﬂor urit and students

are expected to master the ma;érial within the time . <

period (30.3%); (bJ the lahguage(s) that may be used

in the instruction of students are: English only

(45.7%), and target language only (25.0%); (c) the

iqsfructor who speaks only Eﬁélish (50.0%); (4) thg'
evaluation methodology that may be used‘for the prccran
is: a student's éerformance‘is compared éith that of
other students (25.00%) and (3) ébcﬁtional student
crganizations are supported by budgeﬁed school funds
(52.8%). . “ |
The criteria analysis in Table 25 thoﬁghrrejected,
were further analyzed in Table 26 by program areas

which the respondents represented, ESL and BVE. The addi-
ti&nal analysis of the @ata showed that: (a) the use’of
English only for the instructioﬁ of the LEP students

was -believed relevant by the ESL staff (77.8%)‘but not

by the BVE staff (34.7%): (b) tﬁe ﬁse of the target

langquage énly, for the instruction of the LEP students

. 158 .




Table 25

fal

N

, ) * Instruction Stardard and Criteria

&

_NONE

CF kY

Standard: , .
Instruction is organized in order to
assist students in meeting

°

program objectives. .,

5.6 1. 2.8 33 91.7 -00 0.0

Scale 1

v Scale 2

SA

U

D _SD

CF %

CF . %

_BOTH ~  BVE __

CF_ % CF_ N CF % _ CF %

Criteria: .
A. The methods of instruction that .,;
may be used in order for students
to meet program objectives are:

(rate all methods)

{1) Specific period of time is
allocated to each course or
unit and students are
expected to master the
material within the time
period (time based) 0
Instryction is varied to
accommodate individual
learning style of .stu-~
dents (individualized
instruction)
Students progress at their
own rate through a series
of tasks (competency-
based) )

0.0
(2)

lé 45.7
(3)

21 61.8

159 '

CF %

10 30.3

17 48.6

12 35.3

2 6.1

1 2.9

1 2.9

15 45.5 6 18.2 10 100.0 0

97.0 1 3.0

93.3

te
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25--Cdnttnued

Scale 1

A U

CF $ CF

cr

B. The language(s) that may be
used in .the instruction of
students are: (rate all) .
(1) BEnglish only : 10
(2) Target language(s) only S
(3) English & target language(s) 12

C. The instructional staff may be
- composed of: (rate all)
. (1) Vocational instrucsor who
; \ speaks only English 8
(2) Vocational instructor who 5
speaks English & target
i language(s) 16
v (3) Vocational® instructor who
’ : speaks English only &
a paraprofessional who
speaks English & target
languagé(s) . 7
(4) Vocational instructor ,&
a paraprofessionali . who speak
’ . English & target langualje(s) 14
(S) Vocational instructor who
speaks English & target
language(s) & a paraprofes-
‘sional speaking English
only . ' 6

!

@ .
| L .
.‘ ' \

. D. The evaluation methodologies that
may be used for the program are:
(rate all)

22.2

44.4

20.0

42.4

18.2

(o]
[

w

- 0.~
B
A

10 27.8 O

o’

20 55.6

17 48.6 1

12 36.4, 3

15 45.5 2

o wuwm
O =

14
21

14

oo
owao

16

17

11

11

11

92.
62.
63.

88.

53.

45.

42,

52.

w o

15 -

13

t 1%

10

11.

54.

57.

~ U

47.6

zeT

fRIC 161
5 | _




e

Tdble  25--Co.utinued Y

" .izations are supported by - '
* budgeted school funds, 4 11,1 15 41.7 5 13.9 8 22,2 4 1l1l.1 18 94.5 1 9.3

. Scale 1 Ecale 2
;oL - SA A U ‘D . SD BO'I'H BVL
CF L CF S CF " 3 CF s Cr_® '§ CF A CF %

(1) sStudent's performance is he
compared with that of .

_ “othér students, - 1 2.8 8 22,2 3 8317 47,2 7 19.4 8 88.9 1 11.]

(2) A student's performance “
is compared with a pre- ’ .
determined standard, 6 17.1 23 65.7 5 1¢ 2 1 2.9 0 0.0 27 X100,0 O 0.0

{3, A pretest/posttest is ”
given to determine
individual student
achievement, 14 36.8 '18 47,4 5 13.2 1, 2.6 O 0.0 29 93.6 2 6.5

Students' organization activities
‘are included in the program's
instructional component, 4 11.1 26 72.2 4 1.1.1 2 5,6 O 0.0 29 96.7 1 3.4

The vocational student organ-

jCooperative or on-the-job
instruction is provided for g :
all students when needed. 9 25.0 17 47.2 6 16.7 2 5.6 2 5.6 25 96.2 1 3.9

Scale: see next page . .,
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Table 25
BVE =
VE =
Both =
"None =
SA =
A =
U =
D =

. SD =
CF =
'3 =
f =

Néte:

165

- L] — | L —— — ———— — — —— -

Scale:

The standard is appropriate only for students enrolled in Bilingual Vocational Education
The standard is appropriate only for students enrol'led in traditional Vocational Education
(the language of communication is English only)

The identified standard is equally relevant to BVE and VE program ‘

The standard is not necessary for an effect BVE and/or VE program °

Strongly Agree that the criterion d2scribed would have considerable impact in meeting

the standard in an effective BVE proaram . .

Agree that the criterion described would have a moderate impact in meeting the standard in
an effective BVE program

Undecided that the criterion deséribed would have any 1mpact in meeting the standard in

an effective BVE program

Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard in

an ‘effective BVE program

Strongly Disagree that the criterion dercribed would have any fmpact in meeting the
standard in an effective BVE program

The total number of times that response was selected by all the rPSpnndewrb

Percentage of the total time that response was selected by those who responded to the
questionuaire . , 9
The total humber of times the response was selected within the school

’

The percentage is calculated according to the number of responses to each question and
pot tie total number of participants.

[
[ N
oo
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Table 26

Instruction Standard and Criteria by Type of Instructor

SA A U D SD
i CF t CF 3 CF ) CF S CF S
Standard: . .
Ingtruction is organized in i -
order to assist students in
meeting program objectives
Criteria:
B. The language(c) that may be
used in the instruction cf
students are: ESL 5 55.6 2 22,2 1 11.1 1 11.1 1] 0.0
(1) English only BVE 5 19,2 4 15.4 1 3.9 13 50.0 3 11.G
(2) Target language(s) ESL 1 11.1 2 22.2 1] 0.0 3 33.3 3 33.3 )
only BVE 4 15.0 1 4.0 1 4.0 18 69.0 2 8.0
C. The instructional staff may '
be composed of:
(1) vocational instructor
who speaks only ESL 4 44.4 3 33.3 0 0.0 2 22.2 0 0.0 _
- English ' BVE 4 14.8 7 25.9 0 0.0 12  44.4 4 14.¢
D. The evaluation methodolo-
gies that may be used for
the program are:
(1) A student's performance
is compared with that .
of other students ESL 1 11.1 1 11.1 3 33.3 4 44 .4 0 6.0
(norm-reference) BVE 0 0.0 7 25.9 0 0.0 13 48.1 7 25.9
F. The vocational student
organizations are¢ supported ESL 2 22,2 6 66.6 1 11.1 1] 0.0 0 0.0H
. by budgeted school funds BVE 2 7.4 9 33.3 4 14.8 8 29.6 4 14.p:

Scale: see next page

16/ . 163
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. Table 26
‘ESL =
BVE =

SA
A

U

Notes:

4

Scale:
Staff of English as a Second Language instruction N
Staff of Vocational Programs with LEP students enrolled
Strongly Agree that the criterion described would have a considerable impact in meeting
the standard in an effective BVE program
Agree that the criterion described would have a moderate impact in meeting the standa:d
'in an-effective BVE program
Undecided that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard
in an effective BVE program )
Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard
in an effective BVE program

= Strongly Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the

standard in an effective BVE program

The total number of times that response was selected by the respondents

Percentage of the total time that response was selected by those who responed to the
questionnaire

The numt >rs and letters are concurrent with those used in the previous table and in the
questionnaire. )

The percentage is calculated according to the total responses to the question and not

“the number of participants.
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was rejected Qy both groups: (c) a vocational instructor
who speaks English only was believed relevant by the ESL
staff 8}7'8%) but not the BVE staff (40.7%); (d) the
evaluation of students by comparing their performance with
L éhat of other students in the class was rejected by both
~ groups; and (e) the suppbrt of vocational stﬁdent organiza-
tlons’by school budgeted funds was believed relevant by the
ESL staff (88.9%) but not the BVE staff (40.7%).

Student Job Placement Standard
" and Criteria

The standard "Placement services are provided to
p;ogram completers and/or leavers" was believed appropriate
to "both" by 91.4% of the respondgnts as shown in Table 27.
The criéeria that were identified as relevant for the
standard above were: z(a) the placement of students is the
responsibility of the ocfupational specialist (69.0%) and
the student (86.1%), (b) the placement of students who com~

a Plete or leave the program is,further assisted by the fol-
lowing agenties: Florida State Employment Services (94.4%),
poteritial gmployers in business and industry (88.9%), and
ethnic group ofganizations (63.9%), (c) aid g;r placement is
provided for: males (91.7%), females {91.7%), member minority
ethnic group (86.1%), minority race member (86.1%), LEP 7
(80.0%), and handicapped (88.68%). The further analysis of
data showed that the respondents believed tht these criterie

were pertinent for "both" by a minimum of 73.1% of the

179
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Table 27

Student Placement Standard and Criteria

.

Scale
—BVE. VE BOTH = _NONE
. CF 3 CF S CF S CF )
Standard: . ' '
Placement services are provided to .
program completers and/or leaders 2 5.7 0 0.0 32 91.4 3 8.6
Scale 1 Scale 2
SA A v~ b SD BOTH BVE
CF % CF $ CF CF ) CF % CF % .CF %
Criteria: - T T T T
A. The placement cf students is
the responsibility of:
{rate all) ‘
(1) vocational instructor 5 13.9 10 27.8 3 8.3 14 38.9 4 11.1 14 93.3 1 6.7
(2) Cooperative education
instructor 4 10.8 14 37.8 2 5.4 13 35.1 4 10.8 17 94.4 1 5.6
(3) Guidance.counselor 4 11.1 15 41.7 3 8.3 1027.8 4 11,1 18 94.7 1 5.3
{4) Occupational specialist
(high school only) 9 25.0 16 44.4 1 2.8 8 22.2 2 5.6 24 96.0 1 4.0
(5) student 6 16.7 25 69.4 0 0.0 4 11.1 1 2.8 27 93.0 2 6.0
.(6) Director 1 2.8 6 16.7 3 8.3 20 655.6 6 16.7 7 100.0 0 0.0
B. The placement of students
who complete or leave the
program is further assisted
by the following agencies:
(rate all) . S
(1) Florida State Employment - o
Services 7 19.4 27 75.0 0 0.0 0O, 0.0 2 5.6 32 94.1 2 5.9

2




Table 27--Continued

Scale 1 Scale 2
SA' - u s ~_SD 1 _BOTH  _BVE
CF 8 CF s cF % CF » &F o ALCF * CF
(2) Advisory Committee members K] 8.3 14 38.9 2 5.6 14 38.9 3 8.3 |15 93.8 1 6.3
(3) Potential employers in i *
busgsiness and industry 6 16.7 26 72.2 4 11.1 00 00.0 0 0.0 {30 93.8 2 6.3~
(4) Ethnic group organizations 3° 8.3 20 55.6 8 22.2 2 5.6 3 8.3 21 95.5 1 4.6
C. Aid for placement is provided /
for program leavers and i
completers !
(1) Aid is provided for (rate /
all): - ’ . / ‘
(a) Males 11 30.6 22 61.1 0 0.0 2/ 5.6 1 2.8 32 97.0 1 3.0
(b) Females 11 30.6 22 e6l1.1 0 0.0 . 1’ 2.8 2 5.6 31 96.9 1 3.1
(c) Member minority i { : .
ethnic group . 11 30.6 20 55.6 1 - 2.8 1 5.6 2 5.6, 30 96.8 1 3.2
(i) Minority race member + 11 30.6 17 48.5 K] 8.6 3, 8.6 1 2.9 22 95.7 1 4.3
(e) Limited English speaking 11 31.4 17 48.5 3 .8.6 3 8.6 1 2.9 22 78.5 6 21.4
(f) Handicapped 11 31.4 20 57.1 1 2.9 2 57 1 2.9 30 9.8 1 3.2
D. Organized experience in the ! r
labor market is provided to ‘
meet program objectives (Work , =
Experience Program) I \
(1) parent and employer train- ! \
ing agreements are avail- ’} \
able for each student 2 . 6.1 15 45.6 12 36.4 | 6.1 2 6.1 17 \ 94.4 1 5.6
(2) All students in program work 2 6.1 12 36.4 9 27.3 ‘8 27.3 2 6.1 13 {92.9 1 7.1
(3) The program operates in \
accordance with state & ~
federal labor laws 8 24.2 20 ¢0.6 K] 9.1 2 6.1 0 .0 27 %6.4 1 3.b:
: ©




r Table 27--Continued

L.y —

. ~ : Scale 1 . . Scale 2

-

(4) student assignments to . .

employment situations Wre .
. without bias towards: .
(work Experisnce Program) ) K\E o 3
- (a) Males . 11 33.3 19 57.6 " 3% 9.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 28 96.6 1 +*3.5
(b) Females - ) . 11 34.4 18 56.3 3 9.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 28 96.6 1 3.5
. 'Y (c) Ethnic group ° 12 36.4 18 54.6 '3 9.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 27 9.4 1 3.5
d . (d) Race . 4 11 33.3 19 57.6 3 9.1 0 0.0 Q 0.0 28 100.0 0 0.0 .
(e) Limited English speak- v g - ) .
ing ability ¢ 10 31.3 16 50.0 6 18.8 -0 0.0 0o 0.0 19 73.1 7 26.9
(f) Handicapped ’ 1 100.0 0 100.0 0 0.0 o 0.0 (0] 0.0 1 100.0 O 0.0
) (5) Student progrpgss folders are .
available to placement staff 7- 22.6 20 64. 2 6.5 1 3.2 1 3.2 25 10Q.0 O 0.0
. (6) Student placement folders are ’ )
2 6.1 0 0.0 1 3.0 25 100.0 O 0.0

available to plaggment staff 10 30.3 20 60.6
N .

Scale: . ' ’ &
. BVE = The standard is appropriate only for students enrolled in Bilingual Vocational Education
, VE = The standard is appropriate only igggstudents“enrolled in traditional vocational Education
(the language of communicat cn-is lish-only) .
! ' s Both = The identified gtandard is equally relevant to BVE and BE programs
None = The standard is not necessary for an effective BVE and/or VE program =
SA = Strongly Agree that the criterion described would have considerable impact in meeting the
standard in an effective BVE program
A = Agree that the criterion described would have a moderate impact in meeting the standard in
an effective BVE program
u = Undecided that the criterion described would have any ‘impact in meeting the standard in

an effective BVE program

N
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Table 27
¢’ DV

SD

CF

-

Scale: (continued) :
Disagree that the criterijon described would have any impacg in meetipg the standard in

" an effective BVE program o

Strongly Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the
standard in an effective BVE prog' am o
The total- number of times that Fe: -onse was selected by all tne respondents

Percentzge 'of “he total time that response was selected by those who responded to
the questionnaire ’

The total number of times the response was selected within the school

Note: The percentage is calculated according to the number of responses to each question
and not the total number of participants,
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responses. ‘ o
' The criterion or its components that were not rated

as being relevant for the standard by'thg respondents were

further analyzed, as shown in Table 28, in reference co the

types of programs the representatives participétedin ESL and’

BVE. The analysis of the data showed the following:

(a) the placement of students is the responsibility of the

vocational instructor was rejected by both groups: coopera-

tive education instructor was believed relevant by the ESL

staff (60.0%) but not the BVE staff (44.4%); guidance coun-

selor was 1ound relevant by the ES”. staff (66.7%) but not

the BVE staff (44.4%); and the program director was not

found relevant by either group; (b) the placemen: of students

who complete or leave the program is further assisted

by the Jollowing agencies: advisory committee members, -

who were believed to be relevant by the ESL staff (88.8%)

but not the BVE staff (33.2%).

Student Placement Standard and

Criteria for "Work Experience
Programs”

The standard "Placement services are provided to
nrogram completers and/or leavers" was employed hy the
State of Florida, "viork Experience Instructional Program
Review Model"” . .d not rated separately during this study.
fhe_standard was validated during this study by the
respondents, for student placement in reference to "BVE and _

both." The respondent3 were requested to express ctheir

173
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belief as to the relevance of the criteria for meeting the

standard. ’ .

-

The criteria, shown in Table 28, were identified

as necessary for meeting the standard for student p ace-

" ment for "Work Experience Programs" when a minimum of 60%

of the responses for the criterion components were SA plus A.

The relevant criteria for meet;ng tle standard
for work experiewns . progrzms were: (a) organized expeéi-
ence in the lahor market is provided to meet\szsg;am
objectives, the program operates in accordance with state and
federal labor laws (84.9%); (b) students assignmehts.to
employment stations are without bias towards: male (90.9%),
females (90.6%), ethnic group (90.9%), race (90.9%), and
LEP (81.3%); (c) students progress folders are available to
placement staff (100%); students placement folders are
available to placement staff (90.9%).

Th; criteria rejected by the initial analysis of
data were further analyzed in reference to the program areas
represented by the participants, ESL and BVE. The analysis
of the rejected criteria, shown i- Table 28, for "Work
Experience Programs" showed the fnllowing: (9) organizet
experience in the labor markst is providad to meet program
objeciives; parant and employer training agreements are
available for each student was beliieved relevant by 100%

of the ESL staff and only '36% of the HVE staff; and all

s§udents in program work was believei celevant for the

179 . :
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"mable 28

-

Student Job Placement Standard and Criteria byiiyﬁe of Instrac;or

&

. _SA A u D SD
' CF . CF Y CF Y CF \- CF Y
Standard: ) .
~ Placement services are provided
to program completers and/or
leavers »
A. The placement of students is
the responsibility of: ESL 2 22.2 2 22 2 0 0.0 S 55.5 0 0.0
(1) vocational instructor BVE 3 11.1 8 29.6 3 11.1 9 33.3 4 14. -
| {2) Cooperative educatlion ESL 2 20.0 4 40.0 1 10.0 3 30.0 0 0.0
| : instructor BVE 2 7.4 10 37.0 1 3.7 10 37.0 4 14.8
. {6) Director ESL 1 11.1 3 33.3 0 0.0 5 §5.5 0 0.0
o BVE 0 0.0 3 11.1 3 11.1 15 55.5 6 22.2
B. The placement of students
who complete.or leave the }
program is further assisted
by the following agencies: -
(2) Advisory Committee ESL 2 22.2 6 6€.6 1 11.1 0 0.0 0 0.0
members BVE 1 3.7 8 29.6 1 3.7 14 51.8 3 11.1
D. Organized experience in the
labor marke ig provided to ,
mecet program objectives (Work
Exper ience Program) ¢
(1) Parent and employer N _
training agreements ] l :
are available for each ESL 2 25.0 A 6 75.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 :
«-~. Student BVE 0 0.0 9 36.0 12 48.0 2 8.0 2 8.0 &
{2) All students in program ESL 1 12.5 6 75.0 .0 0.0 1 12.5 0 0.0
work BVE 1 4.¢ 6 24.0 9 36.0 7 28.0 2 . 8.0

Scale: see next paje
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E Table 28 sScale: ) ‘ N
{ . ESL = staff of English as a Second Language instruction

BVE = Staff of Vocational Programs with LEP students enrolled

SA = Strongly Ayree that ‘the¢ criterion described would have a considerable impact in meeting the
standard in an effective Bve program

A = Agree that the criteric. described would have a moderate impact in meetino the standard in
an effective BVE program ’ ’
) U = Undecided that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard in
, { an effective BVE program .
e D = Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard in
an effective BVE program
SD = Strongly Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the stan-
dard in an effegtive BVE pr(gram '
CF = The total number of times th:t response was selected by thé respondents

v § = Percentage of the total time \hat response was seleated by those who responded to the
s questipnnaire

1

. . |
Notes: The numbers and letters are concurrent with those used in the previous table and in the }
questionnaire. - '
. . {
The percentage is calculated according to the total responses to the question and not |
the number of participants. ’

SET
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. _gtandard-by 87.5% of the ESL staff and only 28.0% of the BVE

staff. The analyses of the data from the participants'

responges showed the criteria were relevant for "both"
. -

types of programs.

/
Student Follow=-up Standard - ,[
and Criteria !

The standara "Data from follow-up studies are used to
make decisions regarding curr;culum and program revision" was
believed appropriate by 86.1% of the respondents as shown in
Table 29. Appropriate here is defined as a response of at
least 60% from the participants for "both" and/or "3VE only."

"The criterion was considered relevant for meeting the

standard if 60% or better of the respondents selected SA plus

. A. The criteria also shown in Table 29, that were identified

by the respondents as relevant in meeting the standard were:
(a) students are informed of the importance of follow-up
studies (91.4%), (b) students are informed of follow-up pro=-
cedures (91.4%)L(E) teachers/instructors receive plﬁcement
and follow-up information each year for the; purpose of:

tL school/college

I
administrators ‘70}?%)’ sharing with Board of Trustees (61.3%);

making program changes (80.0%); sharing wi

sharing with adviléry committee (65.71%); sharing with
students currently enrolled in the program (65.7%); and -
(d) teachérs 2ssist in contacting former students (77.1%).

These criteria that were believed relevant for meeting the

standar#rﬁéie ;aéf215;511§m5é1iéved by the respondents to be

perzinent to "both" with a minimum response of 93.3%.
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Talkle 29

~ student Follow-up Standard and Criteria

!

Scale

BOTH
CF ] CF b ] CF b CF S

Standard:
Data from follow~up studies are used
to make decisiors regarding curriculum

and program revision 4 11.1 1 2.8 31 86.1 00 0.0
Scale 1 . Scale 2
SA A u ! D SO~ _BOTH __BVE _
CF % CF L CF % CF % CF E CF % CF %
Criteria:
A. Students are informed of the i
importance of follow-~up ——
studies - 7 20.0 25 71.4 1 2.9 2 5.7 0 0.0 28 93.3 2 6.7
B. §£ﬁdents are informed of follow-
up procedures 7 20,0 25 71.4 1 2.9 2 5.7 0 0.0 29 93.5 2 6.5
C. Teachers/instructors receive
placement & follow-up infor-
mation each year for the pur- //“
pose of (rate all):
(1) Making program changes 5 17.9 22 61.1 2 5.6 4 11.1 3 8.3 25 96.2 1 3.9
(2) Sharing with school/
college administrators 5 13.6 21 56.8 6 16.2 2 5.4 3 8.1 24 96.0 1 4.0
(3) Sharing with Board of .
Trustees (C.C. level only) 4 12.1} 15 45.4 12 36.4 O 0.0 2 6.5 16 94.1 1 5.%:
(4) sharing with Advisory ~
Committee 5 14,3 18 5.4 10 28,6 O 0.0 2 5.7 21100.0 0 0.0

-

Scale: see next page
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Table 29 Scale:

BVE
VE

= The standard is appropriate only for students enrolled in Bilingual Vocational Education

= The standard is-appropriate only for students enrolled in traditional Vocational Education

— {the lanquage-of - communitation is English only) .

" Both
None
SA
A
]

D
SD

CF

Note:

= The identified standard is equally relevant to BVE and VL programs
= The standard is not necessary for an effective BVE and/or VE program
= Strongly Agree that the criterion described would have considerable impagt in meeting the
standard in an effective BVE program ‘
= Agree that the criteribn described would have a moderate. impact 1n meeting the standard
" in an effective BVE program
= Undec..ded that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard in
an effegtive BVE program
= Disagrqe that the critcrion described would have any ‘impact in meeting the standard in
an ef tive BVE program
= Strongly Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the
standard in an effective BVE program
= The total number of times that response was selected by all the respondents
= Percentage of the total time that response was selected by those who responded to the
guestionnaire
= The total number of times the response was selected within the school
The '‘percentage 1s calculated according to the number of responses to each question and not
the total number of participants.

P
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Staff Improvement Standard
and Criteria

The standard "The opportunity f£nr professional
improvement is provided in accordance with staff needs,”
was belie&ed appropriate by 88.9% of the,respohdeﬁts
as presented in Table 30. A standard required only a
response of 60% of the participants.tonbe identified a
a?propriate. The criteria necessary for méeting the
standard were identified in that a minimum of 60%
responses were SA and A.

The criteria (see Table 30) necessarywto meet
the above standards were: (a) the staff development
needs of those responsible for the progra; are assessed
in the following areas:. cultural understaqdinéf
(82.4%); vocational update (100.0%); foreig&
language skills (68.6%); English language skills
(80.08%); (b) inservice staff development workshops are
provided (94.4%): (c) inservice administrative ‘develop- |
ment workshops are provided (83.3%); and (d) local fphds

’ are provided for travel to self-development activjties )
-{69.4%). The criteria that the respondents identified
as reievant for meqting the standard were additionally

believed to be pertinent to "both" types of programs with

.a minimum response. ,of 87.5 %;




. Table 30

Staff Improvement Standard and Criteria

N

= -

Sgale ‘

BVE
® -CF %

. VE _ _BOTH NONE

L

Standard:

The opportunity for professional improvement '
is provided in accordance with &staff needs

4 [ ] 3

CF 3 CF $ CF )

’ e

4 11.1 0 0.0 32 88.9 o ¢

) . Scale 1 ~ .Scale 2
‘ * SA A U ’ D ._4 85D *BOTH . BVE
- . ‘ : CF_ .8 CF % _GF T+ CF %, CF % CFF.__ A CF %
Criteria:- - . "
A. The staff development needs - .
« ef those responsible for the
) program are asses ~4 ir. the LS
following areas € all) . . . .
(1) cultural und- anding ' 9 26.5 19 55.9 6 17.7 o' 0.0 0 0.0 17 100.C 0 0.0
(2) vocational upu te ,10 28.6 25 71.4 44 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0:0
(3) foreign language skills 4 11.4 20 57.1 6 17.1 5 14.3 0 0.0 21 87.5 3‘12.5
(4) English language skills 6 17.1 22 62.9 7 20,0 _ 0 0.0 0 0.0 27 100.0 0 0.0
(5) Other (specify) ' . ' .
« d . ~ -
B. Inservice staff development L N
workshops are provided 8 22,2 26 72.2 " 2 5.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 30 75.0 2 5.3
C. Inservice administrative ' '
’ development workshops are . .
provided - 9 25.0 21 58.3 6 16.7 0 0.00 .0 0.0 27'96.4° 1 3.6
D. Local funds are provided for . ’ -
travel to self-developmert ' . . a
activities 9 25.0 16 44.5 3 8.3 5 13.9 ., 3 8.3 24 96.0 1 4.0
Scale: see mext page . )
ldl . . \ 191
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Table 30 Sca\d ¢ .
BVE = The stafidard is appropriate only for students énrolled in Bilinqual® vocational Education

- VE = The standard is appropriate only for studentls enrolled in traditional VOCatxonal Education
' ’ (The language of communication is English only& o L. ] ..
Both = The identified standard is* .equally relevant to BVE and VE programs . -

None = The standard is not necessary for an effective BVE and/or VE program
. SA = StronglyiAgree that the criterion described wduld have ‘tongiderable- impact %n meetxng “the.
standard in an effective BVE program ’ - -

- A = Agdree - that the criterion 8escribed would have a moderate impact in meetmg Lme s:andard in
an effective BVE program ~ . . .
U = Undecided that the criterion descrxbed would have any im-~act’ in meeting the standard in
an effective BVE program : :
D = Digagree that the crice;ion described would have any mpact in meeting the standard in ~
. an zffective BVE program - . '

sp .= Strorgly Disagree that the.criterion descr ibed would have any 1mpact in mecting the
s -andard in an effective BVE progrﬁm ', - ’

CF =’ - tal number of times thit response was selected by all the' rebpondents
1 = age of the totrl time that response was selected by those who’ responded to the
A [ onnaire ) . . o
£f° =1, tal number of times.the response was selected»witﬁiu the school .

Note: The percentage is calculated according to_the number of responses to each question “ #ha not
the total number of participamts.
: >




. . ' 142

Administrators and Supervisors
Standard ané¢ Criteria o

<

Y

" The standard "Administrators and/or supervisors

.

provide assistance .in pregram maintenance ‘and improve-
ment , was believed appropriate by 82.0% of the }espbndents
as shown in Table 3l.> A minimum of 60% responses was
required‘for the standard to be'}dentified as "ap%S?priate.;
.The criteria necessary for meeting the above sgaﬁed
standaré were identifiéd when a minimum of 60% of the
responses for th riterion or its compongPts‘wgs SA

)

. )
plus A. ' ) .

s

The criteria identified as relevant to the avove .

?
standard were: (a) the administratqrs and/or Superbisors

L]

who provide assistance: dean of instruction (67.7%);

dean/director of occupational education; p;pgrém leader:;

L4

" local director of b%: county level vocational supervisor;
school principél or director. The previously identified
;QF}teria for thé above standaéd were additionally perceiveq
as pertinent for "both" by a minimum'of 95.7% of the

respondents.

o

%]
)
.
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. Table 31

! i

2

Pad

Yoo Administrators and Supervisors Standard gﬁp Criteria
Y . .
) ~ Scale .
“_BVE_  _VE__BOTH _'NONE
= CF % CF S CF ) CF L Y
Standard: ' : . / -
Administrators and/or supervisors provide assistance i . - .
in program maintenance and improvement. 7 -18.0 O 0 32 82.0 0 0
. - ‘Scale 1 ) Scale 2~
. SA - A u ‘B —~-SD_.  __BOTH ‘__BVE \
o, CF % CF % CF % CF & S CF™% CF & CF
*" . Criteria: - — ' '
A. " The administrators and/or super- ’
visors who prbvide the assistance >
are: (rate all) . . :
(-1\; Dean of Instruction (C.C. only) 5 14.7 18 52.9 10 29.4 1 2. 0 0.0 22- 95.7 1- 4.4
(2) Dean/Director of Occupational . o .. ' .
Education (C.C. only) "5 14.7 22 64.7. T 20.6 0 0. 0 0.0 26 9.3 1 3.7
(3) Program Leader (C.C. dnly) 5 14.7 20 58.8 9 26.5 9 0. 0 0.0 17 100.0 0 0.0
(4) local Direcbai of VE (high ! , . , . -
school only) 5 14.7 2367.7 617.7 0:0 0 0.0 26 96.3 1 3.7
. ~(5) County level Vocational Super=- . . .
visor (high school only) ' 6 17.7 2367.7 514.7 0 O 0 0.0 28 93.3 2 6.1
(6) school Principal or Director 4
(high school only) s 18.2 25 75.8 2 6.1 0O o0 0 0.0 30 100.0 0 0.0




' Table 31--Continued

4
. ‘ ' M Scale 1 Scale 2
SA A U D SD BOTH BVE .
. CF & CF % CF 8 CF '\ CF 8 CF A CE . 1%
(3) sharing with students ' ; ] A
¢« currently enrolled in *
the program '5 14:34718 51.4 10 28.8 0 0.0 2 5.7 21100.0 O 0.0

, \

‘D. Teachers assist in contactifi

former students ) 4 11.4 23 65.7 5 14.3 .1 2.9 2 5.7 21 100.0 O 0.0

4? - -
Scale: . . )
BVE = The standard is appropriate only for students enrol ed in Bilingual Vocational Education
VE . = The standard is appropriate only for students enrolled in traditional vocational Education
(the language of communication is English only) . . |
Both = The identified standard ig ‘equally relevant to BVE and VE programs
None = The standard I». not necessary for an effeqctive BVE and/or VE program
° SA  aStrongly Agree that the criterion described would have considerable- impact in meetiﬂa;the .
standard in an effective BVE program
A = Agree that the criterion described would have a moderate impace in meeting the standard in
an effective BVE program ,
U = Undecided that the criterion described would havé any impact in meeting the standard.in .,
- an effective BVE program ) .
- D = Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard in
an effective BVE program . .
SD = Strongly Disagree that the criterion described would have any impact in meeting the standard
in an effective BVE program : - ) ’
_S$F = The ‘total number of times that, response was selected by all the respondents
§ = Percentage of the total time that response was selected by those who responded to the
questionnaire . - - !

f = The total number of, times the response was selected Within the school

122

: L ] L ‘ .
Note: The percentage is calculated according to the number of responses to each question and not the
total number of participants. ’

197 = / B C 193
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BVIPRC Development and Pllot
Test

The BVIPRC~was developed oh the basis of the
analysis of the data obtained from the questlonnaxte
(QIV) and-the structural format mandated by the State
of FlorzdaL Division of Vocatlonal Education, Bureau of
* Vocational Peseé}ch, Dissemination and Evaiuation. The
"specified format-was the same as that ?mployed in the
VEIPR for the state. The VEIPR was a process model of- .
which the brgcédures are somposed of a self-evaluation

.sectign, an on-site review verification by a consultant,

and conference with consultant‘éhd\the_school administra-
) *

+

o

tor to discuss the outcome of the*program review. The
program instructof'iq lnvolved only in the self evaluation
and. On'SLte visit.of the censultant. L1kew13e, the BVIPRC

' is‘composed of a self-evaluation component’and an on-site .
N

review. The conference with administrators, however,

was heid only with those superv1sors who deglred feedback.

*

mo obtain a "better understandlng of the methodology

s

. ’

e@pioyed during a program review the gesearcher accompanled
a program'céns;ltant during the program review at a
yocational technicai ceﬁter. 'Thégconsultant also criticued
the BVIPRC (CII) for reliability of interpretation,

Flarity of wording, and validity of content.

- . .

v o,

- ‘ ‘ 19)




146

. The BVIPRC was-;eviewed by tﬁe panel of experts
and revised,based on thejr recommendations and the
consqltant{ The revisions were as fdliows: (a) the
letters that were to be sent with the self-evaluation
form to thé instructors and administrators were revised
to include/ English as a Second Lﬁnguage Programs (see
Appéndix E), (B) the "evidences -for standards" portion
_of the'DirectiQﬁ Booﬂ'we%é increased from the VEIPR, for
traditional VE, to include specific "evidgéce>'for stan-
-dards for the BVE pr;agrams" (see Apgendixﬁ }¢ (c) the
cr%terion,_"tﬁ% membership of the advisory committee is
representative of" was increased to include subjéctJ matter \
experts and the handicapped, (d) the criterion "the program
is staffed by qqalified teachers/instructional personnel
were increaséd to iqcluda subject matter experts,
handicapped, and Biiingual English as a Second Languagé
Instructor, (e) the word "regular" was cha;gea to "“stan-
dard"” in reférence to the teacher V.E. certificatien
accéﬁtabié for validation of qualifications: (f) Xhe
area héadi;g "VII" was Ghanged to read "Rectfuitment and
Orientagiog Procedures are operations” rather than
”Keéruitmeqt Procedures are Operétional—" (g) the criteriofi’
"Orientation sessions are held to acqualnﬁ students with ‘

i
program was increased to include guidance Personnel,

(h) the criterion community resources that are used’. .

k4 —

200 :
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"social Organization" was increased to include outreach
a .

¢

recruitment staff, (i) the criterion for class enrollment

-

wad reworded in a positive way to concur with the new

wording that was being irtroduced to the VEIPR. Thg ,

+

revised criterion apﬁears as "The number of students
enrolled in the class permits the students to attain
program objectives"; «j) the response to the criterion

» "what is the predominant method of instruction" was changed

from "check one" to "phsci all. that apply", (k) the
criterion "The placeﬁéht oé‘students is the responsibility_
" Sf: the "Cooperative education instructor" was changed.
.£o "Cooperative éducation coordinator", "student" was
.changed to read "student;himself/herself"; "director" was ¢

changed tol read "Director/Principal" and County Super-
< -* -

visor was added to the selection of persons who provide

~
placement assistance, (1) the criterion. "sharing with

scgool/college administrgtors" for the use of follow?gp

studies was changed 'to "discuss with", (m) the criterion
E \ -

-

* fov supervisars and ‘administrators who provide assistance

was changed to include Assistant Principals, arid (q) the
critefion "Local funds are provided for travel to £

'se;f-dgéeloping' activities" {as changed to read "Local

funds are pwovided for travel to staff for self-improvement

B
activities" (see Appendix E for pilot test BVIPRC).
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'

Upon the completion of instrument revisions, the

BVIPRC (CIII) was pilot tested on the previously iden-

-

tified staffs that responded to the questionnaife.

’ / . .
These were instructors of LEP studernts enrolled in voca-
/

tional p;ggramsf The piiot test cénsisted of the self-

{
evaluation that the participants completed prior to the

sisit by the researcher for the dh-site Yevieaw. The

on-site review included an interview witQ' ach participant

for the purpose of determining the reliability of the

interpretation of the iastrument and validity of the -

standards and their criteria (see Table 32).

The reééarchef"revfewed the self-evaluation form -

" tp identify areas df discrepancy between the observed

and recorded data. The pariicipant(s) anq the researcher

4

then reviewed the instrument for further verification of 2

interpretation and validation of standards. The researcher

" Yecorded the area that each criterion (BVE, sESL, both.

none) was pefceiVed by the participants ta be

most relevant for jthe criteria. Table 32 shows that the _/

.

.criteria were revalidated by the partigipants as relevapt
for both and BVE only by 60% or more of the responses
for each criterion.  In addition, it was:found that the !
) . instrﬁctor; believed that the same criteria céula be.
used for all students (both LEP and English speaking) -

except the use of target lanquage for instructors. A

minimum of 60% of the responses to be considered was

202
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neceseary for "both" end/or "BVE only" for the criﬁeria
to be‘ per&eived by the researcher as being relevan-t ,to
BVE. y~ | ‘ C oL
4*4The BVIPRC (CIII) was further crlthued by several
‘of the staff at the Bureau of Vocatlonal Research, ‘ A
Dissemination and Evaluation. Their recommendatiohs were
incorporated into the field test version of the BVIPRC
(CIV).-' The review by the panel of experts and the staff .
of the Bureau_of Vocational Research, Disseminattion and
Evaluation’didfgot provide data for analyses, their in put -
was for structufe ané content. The suggestions ¢ of the review-
ers "were incorporated into the field fest model of the BVIPRC.

The BVIPRC was developed by .the researgher,
deieting those criteria whi¢h, though found valid by the
questionnaire analysis and revalidation (tﬂe piiot test )
aqalysis)é were not, desiredc by the state personnel.

An' example of such a deletion includes the use of pretest/

posttest as a method of student eveluation. The

areas .found to require rewordi:g for clarity of

1 .
interpretation were revised as was the’'introduction of
an instruction page at the beginning of the self-evaluation
form (see Appendix E). The original direction booklet

was identified as a BVIPRC Information Bock; it contains

the definitions and purpose of the program review (see .

Appendix E) .
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The BVIPRC (CITI) Was then reviewed by the panel <

of experts and revised as needed. In addxtxon, the
'resonrcher developed an evaluation instrument, for the
. purpose of the participan®s evaluating the BVIPRC (CIV).

The BVIPRC (CIV) evaluation instrument was reviewed by

the panel of experts and revised as needed. The pwrpose

of the BVIPRC evaluation was to provide the partdcipants
with the opportunity to express their beliefs as to whotber‘.
or not the purpose of program review, as identified by

the State of Florida, was being accomplzshed. It further
provided the respondenta with a chance to express their
beliefs as. to the clarity of the instrument and validity ' _ -

of contents. - . , '

Field Test BVIPRC ) \

H

. The field test was adminidtered to a new group of
staff members that had been identified by the researcher .
during the pilof test of éhe-BVIPRé by processg of chaining.
The né& participants in gnepspudy were admin}strators ’
and teaohero_in vocational programs with LEP students . E
enrolied. This new group provided for a final review of
the'reliability of interpretation of the BVIPRC iCIV) | .
and the Validity of its standards and their criteria for
BVE. - ] ~
oo / .
The proCedure followed for the field test of the ¢

BVIPRC (CIV) was: (a) the partiéépant's completion of
» . ) * \amy
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. the self—evaluatgon form and ,the evaluation .fqrm for
the component, and (b) the on-site visit of the reseﬁrcher
for the purpose of reviewing the self~-evaluation responses

-

wit‘“the particxpant(s) and determining the reliability
of the inter tation of the BVIPRC (CIV): The partlcxpant-
researcher igé%%vie;s also provided the r:spondents,wirh
an ogportenity to’ express their beliefs as to the methods
that -could 5& used to improve £he,program review metﬁodo—
logy (see Ap;endlx F). //// oo ‘
°Some of the teachers'/administrators' suggestlons
proviéed during the gi-site Vis;t of " the researcher were: (a)
“the use‘of a process.eveluation component to the BVIPRC
that would inélude‘. %he participation of the students. The
students would be_evaluated_for the skills that they were
reported to have;iastered. The‘evalua;ion team would include
experts from the field. Evaluation forms would eiso be com-
pleted Bg.the students requesting them to express their
belief if the program was meetiﬁy their needs, (b) the use of
sq;Qent follow-up studies for students\and emplovers of stu-
) dents that have completed the program and the distribution. of
this information to the program staff ;ncludlng the teacher.
Student and employer follow—up 1; a part of the
Florlda Plan fdr Vocatlonal Instructignal Program R961ew
but the 1nformat1qn,obtaised from this segment of the
evaluation is ‘not always prdévided td the teachers.. ‘
Several of the instructors were not aware that the student

follow—ﬁps, and employer follow=-ups were con&ucted.

Y, 5 - 213
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The evaluation of the BVIPRC was administerdd
I during'the self-evaluation portion of the field test by)the
participants and the datavéup analyzed by the researcggr at

o *

a later time and shown in Table 33. A scale of “Yes" and "No"
2 .

" was used to indicate if the iﬁatfument'érovided the informa-
- ' tion necessary to determine if the program(s) mét-tgé require-
ments as specieed by the State of Florida Five Year Mini
+ Plan 1978-79, based on ‘the state of Florida Five Year Planﬁ\
for Vocational Edycation. A minimum of 60% of the respon-
dents had to indicate that the instrument me£ each require-
ment for it to be aégropriéte for the evaluation of BVPsi
\\~In'addition, the evaluation instMument provided fuéther vali-
dation of the standards and criteria, as relevant to the “~
evaluatiah\?f BVPs. Table 33 shows the analyées of data
obtained frgﬁ;ghe evaluation of the BVIPRC (CIV), Thé ana-
lyses of the e&ilgq;ion instrument data showed that the respon-
dents believed thﬁf\ghe objectives of the program review

> . ~
specified in the State‘Board of Education, Five-Year State

Plan feor Voca(ional Bduc;téon for the State of Florida,
were met by a minimum of 66}§% of the responses. .
The respéndents who gelieved there was a need
for improvement or change to tﬁe BVIPRC gave the following
. suggestions as to the most effective way(s) that it could
be determined "if the student needs were being met."” The

. respondents to the BVIPRC evaluation made the following

-

suggestions: ' B
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of the t:::l oocu- o o 0.00 0.02 3.3'0 o000 O0.02 2.0 :“ono.o $ 100.02 100.0 1) )%.4
patissal field ia which the -
. training is givem' . . .
‘. Dsternine 1f the program meets Yoo 4 100.0Donot & 100,0 1 100.0 4 100.07 7.5 0 0.00 0.00 ¢.0 23 €97 °
the = te set for b by R
e of acecin | Y0 © OOkws 0 000 000 001 13 2 100,08 100,03 100.0° 10 20
for the operation of vocstional -
sducation progrems and thett
. related areas. R
“ 4, Do you have any‘om: nm;u- Yoo [} 0.00 0,02 3.} W [} 0.01 16.7 W [} 0.00 0.0 4 12
tions would improve thi
S eretia? ove S 4 100.01 100M04 .7 100.05 8.1 S 100.0 2100.0 25 6.2
Sesle
Yos = You sgree with the question L

No » You 4o not 8gtee with the queation

® Prequency that the feapovise was eslected within the school
= The percentage of times the [esponse wae selected

= The totsl nusbet of tises that response wes select

Q
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‘on areas of instruction being condicted.”

‘'standards for students desiring entry into

. , 162
" Speak to the students and check their exit

compétencies under normal conditions."”

"To obtain a better input, have students,
present and past, evaluate ﬁhe progrém fo; meeting their
needs, iﬂterests and abilities." -

"Jse pretest/posttest to determine the English
competencies of the students."

b. Determine if the program satisfies the
requirements of the occupation or occupgtional field in
which the trainirg is given. Comments :

"To obtain better evaluation, have program
evaluated by people in the'field‘of training."

"If reviewing an IMT 1aQ have specific questions

"Need Spanish materials.”

c. Determine iZ the program meets the
requiremeﬁts set fo; it by_theqState Rard of_Edudation
for the operation of vocationai educatioﬁ programs and
their related areas; Comments:

"Ona teacher was unaware of any

the vocational programs.”
< Do you have any other suggestions that
would improve this information? Comments:

"Classes should use audiovisual materials."”
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- 1. Were the directions on the Self-Evaluation
’ -~

Form clear and explicit? - Comments:
Have one type of question throughout the
questionnaire. Remove the sometimes, never, always.
2. wWas the information fof’aompleting the Self-
Study Form clear and explicit; éoﬁments:
"Simplify." N

3. Were there any standards and/or criteria that

you beliéve should be

! ded or deleted from this instru-
ment? Comments:
"Some sedt :ns could be subdivided for the
"vocational teacher and the ESL/IMT instructor."
"Standards an@ criteria are o.k., providing
materials are available. The Juestions concerning
administrative funding sho?l& be removed. !
' 4. Do you believe this instrument will pravide
tﬁevfollowing information: .. . v
a. Determine if tﬁe program meets the needs,
interests, and abilities of éhé.giudents? Comments:
"In certain occupafioﬁé; areas, the success
can be determined by the number of -students who pass
licensing or certification examinatians." .

"Students should be asked to evaluape the

program when they have completed, and their feedback

provided to the teache;af" :

4
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- "Need for new equipment."”

"Instructors should be paid to attend.up-

dating. skill workshops." . Al

*Provide additional/funds.” b

"Divide the inntruK:;t éo as to have. a section
for each--the admin;strators,.;eachers, support pe:sonnéﬁ .
(guidance, paraprofessionals, occupational sbegialist,
etc.), and students.’ e ‘ -

The evaluation of the BVIPRC and the comments '

of the particibants suggest that there is a need for the
inclusion of the séudents and supboré personnel in the
evaluation of vocational proqraﬁs yith LEP@students
enrolled. The ESL classes that are prbv;;ed through the
use of IMfounding may require the d;veiopment of another

instrument aimed at their objectives.

Or.-Site Visit Observations

The obseréations of the researcher and the sug-
gestions of the participants for the improvement of
vocational instruction of LEP students and the evaluation
of those programs are presented below in a summary. The
researcher observed the vocational programs in the State
of Florida that ranged from ESL prioghg? admission to
mainly target language instruction.

It was observed by the researcher that bilingual
vocational classes were conducted when the student ‘
' N
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’“pépulation was.miied, "Anglo" (énglish speaking only)
and TEP stuaents.';This was in the event that the
instructor was bilingual. Additionally, English dominant
instructors with® LEP students were heard instrucéing the
o :studenté i:lthe target language and English. It was further
" noted that in classes with LEP students of one target
language and instrﬁctors tha} spoke the same language,
- mosf of thé communication was in the target language.
An administrator in one of these schggls explained
that there had been a time when an ESL instructor had
been hired ‘and time provided, during the vocational
class time, for students to attend; The students
did not attend the ESL class but went directly to the
vocational class. ' _

A bilingual vocational instructor stated his
belief that the job of the vocational instructor was to
instruct the occupational area, not English. If the
'students wanted to learn "English" it was up to them.

} He “further stated that 1£ the regulation were changed,
not to permit target language instruction, he would
instruct just in English: he was not being paid to do
bilingual education and/or teach thea students Englisp.

- Another inntruétor said that "if th;y
(the students) cannot understand English, why should I -

be bothered to teach them?" 'These ideas presented by

219
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members of the various staffs were‘found within the-state of
Florida, and expressed some idea of the attitudes held by

instructors.

220
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study was designed to develop a process evaluation
component fof bilingual vocational programs as part of the
Vocational Education Instrﬁctional Program Review in the State
of Florida. The model developed includes those criteria and
standards identified aﬁring the study as necessary for
effective BVPs. These identified ;tandards and criteria
are in addition to those required for traditional vocational
education by }he Florida Department of q?ucation.

‘ Summary \\

The data collection for this study was completed in
three parts. The first part required an instéumbnt to
be developed for thecideﬂtiffcation of the participants’
beliefs as to the additional staff, staff skills, materials,
facilities, equipment, supplies, and curriculum c;mponents
r‘&uirod for BVPs in add;tfbn to those required for
traditional vocational education. The instrument also
provided for thé standards and criteriaﬁwﬂich, when met,
would provide effective sz; ‘

The questions this aspect of the study were designed

to inlwor were the following: E; .o
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1. What were the requirements for staff in
BVPs in addition to those required for tradi-
tionai vocational staff in the State of Florida?

., 2. What were the facilities, equipment, and
materials néeded for the instruction of Limited-English-
Proficiency (LEP) students iﬁ vocational education in
addition to those required for English.speaking students
in the State of Florida? ]

3. Wwhat curriéulum components were needed for

the instruction of LEP students in vocational education

in addition to those required for the English speaking

-gtudents?

4. Wwhat, if any, édditignal‘standards and criteria
relevant to BVE and QE have not been ihcorporated into
the VEIPR? ) \ .

The instrument used in this study was a question-
naire which consisted Sf two sections, (a) the iden-é
tification of the additional staff, staff skills, facili-
t;;n, ;quipment,'luppliai, materials, and curriculum
components necessary for the effective instruction of LEP
students, and (b) the idontificatiOn of the standards
and criteria that, whqn met, would indicate the provision
of effective BQE. The data collected by the use of theé

questionnaire were used in the development of the BVIPRC.

N
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The second part of the study, the development of the

BVIPRC, ‘included review by the panel of experts and revisions
ba@ed on thef§~recommdndations. The revised BVIPRC was
- pilot tested.

The third and final segment of the 5tudy was the rjvi- '
sion 6f the BVIPRC based on the analysis ofA;ata f;om the..
pilo; test responses and the suggqstions-of several of the
staff from the Bureau ;f Vocational Research, Disseminafion,
and Evaluation, Evaluation Section that had reviewed the instfu-
‘;ant. The revised instrument was field tested wiﬁ? BVE

. personnel in the state of Florida. ‘

The data collected in this three-part study weré
analyzed in three ways. ' The questionnaire (QIV) responses
vere analfzed +0 determine the respondents' beliefs in ‘
reference to thoiiddi%ional program and staff needs, stan-
dards(;nd criteria necessary for effective BVPs with the
Statc\ofvrlorida. The additional needs were identified—by
the use of three analyses; the first was the identification
of the respondents’ beliefs as to the number of LEP
ltudcngs as compared tq ES that could be effectively. served
by instructional aﬁd support personnel in a vocational
program. The analysis of the responses was accomplished

by'calcu;atinq an average for each schéol whose staff'
participated, and then for the total responses. .

The additional needs for facilities,\equipment and

supplies were determined by the use of the ratings given

v *
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by the respondents oh a scale of "less," "the same" or

"more" for each area. The analysis was by the use of cumu-
lative frequency and percgntage.
The additional staff skills, curriculum cggponents
and materials for BVPs as compared with traditionﬁl s
were determined by the use of a three-point scale of
"necessary,” "undecided" and "not necessary." The analysis
was by the us; of cumulative frequency and percentage.
The data obtained during the pilot test of the BVIPRC respon-
ses were analyzed Sy tLe'use of a scale‘of "both," "BVE only,"
"ESL" and "not appropriate” to further determine the relevance
of the criteria for the standards. The analyses uti}ized
were cumulative frequency and percentage.
The field test of the BVIPRC was evaluated by the
respondents. The participants -indicated their belief as to

whether or not the informaticn obtained by the use of the

BVIPRC would indicate the degree to which the brogram was

“meeting the state of Florida objectives for vocational

edhcation programs. The scale was a two-point "yes or nof

with a request for further information for those objectives

that were not met. The responses were analyzed by the use

of cumulative frequency \and éercentage. i
The analysis oi* the data collected concerning

participants' perception of the needs of LEP students

and ES students enrolled in VPs, LEP students have numerous

special needs. The special needs identified during this

study were: (a) Personnel: the vocational instructor--

*
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bilingual or monolingual=-=-can effectively.instrgct
approximately half as many LEP students as English
speaking (ES) student;. -The ESL instructor ie considered
necessary for the instruction of LEP students. The
support personnel, paraprofessionals, guidance, and dthere
were believed by the respondents to be able to effec-
tively segve fewer LEP students than ES students. The
numbef of students that can be effectively served by the
q‘pport personnel was slightly less for the LEP than
the ES, but did not appear to require additional staff.

(b) Facilities: the facilities, equipment, and materials needed

for the inscruction of LEP students were perceived to

be the same for the instruction of LEP and ES students

‘enrolled in vocational classes. Some respondents

perceived a need foradditionalfacilities for smaller

group lnstructlon. These respondents belleved that the

LEP students were more effectively ipstructed in smaller

group situations than, traditionally usedggn +heir classes °

for ES students.

(c) ,Curriculum: The curriculum components per-
ceived as ﬁecessary'for the ‘instruction of LEP students, and

not for the ES students, were language improvement (English)

. and culture "(American). These additional components could

1

provide the students with the communication and social skills

necessary for employment in their area of training.

L 4
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(d) Standards and Criteria: The standards and

Y criteria, which, when met, would'provide effective VE for

-3

the LEP students enrdlied were identified by the procedures °

employed in this study. The initially identified standards

and criteria were reviewed by a panel of experts and re-

vised as needed. The participants‘'in the study then expres-

sed thei~ beliefs as to the validity of these gtandards and
cgiteria to VE programi with LEP,K students enrolled.

| The initially validated standards and criteria

were utilized in the developiient of the BVIPRC to the

VEIPR for” the State of Florida. Tﬁe component was then

pilot tested andqthinges made’ as needed. In addition, the

.pilot test participants revalidated the standards and

criteria for VE programs with LEP students enrolled. The
validation was conducted by means of a one-to-one inter-
view between the researcher and the ragiondent.

(e) Validation of.Standards and criMeria: The

revised BVIP%C was then field tested and evaluated by per-

sonnel who had not previously partioipated in the study.

. The analysis of data from the evaluation provided further

validation of the standards and criteria for vocational

programs with LEP students.

"

o
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Goriclusions

) The puipose of-this study was ;o dgvelop’the process
evaluation component'for the State of Florida Education
Instructional Program Review’ (VEIPR) that was )
applicable for vocational programs with lezted Englzsh . ‘
Proflciency (LEP) students enrolled.’ The foregodng material

in this-study provides fulfillment of the initial task with

Program Review éomponent (BVbeC). In addition, there
. ' ¢ - v
were experiences and findings and these enable the researcher

to .make further conclusions, as follqws.

‘The BRIPRC provides the educational consultant an operaticnal
'ewhuatnxxinstnquntvdxn uu:inﬁmmuthx\necamuuy'to<iﬁ=umﬁu§the
type of instruction being employed for meeting the needs of
the LEP students.’ The procedures employed in the development
of the BVIPRC ingluded the idgntification o{_standards and
criterf which, when met, would indicate "that effective
Bilingual Voéational Education (BVE) was being provided.

The standards and criteria were identified.;s valid when a
minimum of 60% of the rQSpondents‘indicpted tﬁat they were.
The 60% minimum response provided fof a working majority ,/ . o

r

with a 108 error factof.

* 'The standarda‘and criteria were shown to be valid

in content and reliability of interpreta‘on by analyses of
the data obtained froﬁ the respondents who pa;tici?ated in

this éhree part study which were:. ' (a) the compietion of a

~
~
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‘)questionnaire,to identify initiallv the standaxds and

)

criteriaT\i?l pilo£ testing, and (c) ‘field te cing cf the

con;ponents .

be invalid, but these were included for tne vpurpose of

The component also included c~** .ia found to

allowing school pgis‘;_onn'l to check off the %rocedures that
were employed to meet the needs of LEP students. - .

The accuracy of 1néerpretat§on of the standards and

" their criteria was determined by_thf respcases of the parti-

cipants during the one-to-one interview conducted during

-

each’ of the three parts of the s7kdy. Thé standards and

criteria found valid during this study are colsist@nd with

[ ]

the existing objectives of BVE as specified in the literapure.

These facts suggest that the BVIPRC provides the information

AN
.

necessary to indicate the type of program being
employed and to determiﬁo if thehprogram is‘meeting the
stand#rds and criteria identified as necessary for dffective
BVE. 'Th; informatioﬁ obtained from,;he comppnent provides
data that ?an be gsed by the  state department Personne% for
decision making in reference to the programs-addressing

the needs of the LEP students enrolled. This informatio;\ﬁhy
also be used to indicate the areas where improvement and/or

change is needed in order to provide mor;'effective education

of the LEP students. .

-

* Recommendations

The f£indings_ of this study indicate that a majority

of the participants believe that product and context

228
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* evaluation should be added to the frocess evaluation of
roationaf;pmograms with LEP stﬁdents. The addition of
product evg;uation would ‘provide further indication of the-
effectiveness éf vocational ‘instruction of the LEP students.
The areas to be included in the product evalé;tlon section
of the program review are: student skill evaluation, and
_student input in the area of program effectiveness. The .
skills necessary for the instructors of LEP students would
be included’ in the context evaluation. The majority .of
the participants believed thag the evaldaéor or evaluation
team member (s) should be knowledgeable in the occupational
area being evaluated: for example, the reyiew df a- shorthand
class should be by a stenographic supervisor.
The product evaluation segmentvof the progrmn-revieﬁ’
should include the evaluation of the students to determine
if their occupational skills are adequate for their level of
Jattainment as recorded in their progresg‘filesf The students
who are.evaluated should be randomly selected by thg consul-
tant from the total students enrolled in the program. The
students should also be requested td express their beliefs
as to whether or not the proqram‘meet; their needs for vdca-
tional instruction. ' )
“The context evaluation segment of the BVIPR should
- include the evaluation of the instructors to determine

whether or not they are skilled in theiadditional areas

identified as necessary for the instruction of LEP students,

€
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i.e. language target and culture target. The information
obtained should be used for'the identification of the areas
in which siaff improvemént opportunities could be offered.

. It is recommended that the Florida State Legislature
apnroaggnte funds that would provzde for the addltzonal .
in?fructors, identified during this study as necessary for
effective BVE._ This would provide for the reduced . teacher
student‘igtio that was_believed éo be apprqp:iate by the
respondents for effective BVE. |

The findings of this st also showed that LEP
- students reéui:e additional education components in cultural
skills (American mainstream) and language (English). These Omlx;nmts “,
are not consistently includa2d in the BVPs and among tihose
that do include them no-consistent levels were identified.
grzteria shou’4 be developed and lncluded in the process
model thus providing a standardized level for minimum
requlrements for these components. This information
‘would further indicate the effectivenéss of the BVE being
providedTJ

Recymmendations for Further Research .

Based on the findings of this study, the following
are recommended for fqrther‘research: - ‘ ;
1. A study should be(unaertaken to identify spécifiq
methods of produ;t eva;uaéion to determine the
ability of the sgggenté (ES and LES) to perxform

- T S ’ /
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the competenciés required for entry into the
occupational area. This would indicate additional
instructional needs within thé program, and
identiff those proced&fes that are being emploved
in the instruction of the LEP students. ‘

" An input evaluation model should be de;eloped.and
imglemented to identify effective procedures for the
instruction of LEP students. The need for effec-
tive‘g;ocedures_ﬁas shown by the repeated requesté
by instructors for materials developoed for the LEP
stugen;s. The information from the ihput evalua*
tion would assist those instructors not familiar;

. with the methods necessary for the instruction of
LEP students and would eliminate the need

to develop materials that have previously been
producea. ‘ :

A follow~up system for program fleévers" and
"completers" that provides the instructors with
follow-up data within a reasonable Fime should

‘be developed. The irformation fébm the recent
folléwuup reports could then be used by the in-
structors when they are evaluating and revising
their programs. The researchar found that few
instructors received follow-up'dabé,‘aﬁd of those
.who haé received the information, it was several

years old.

P 231 )
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4. The process evaluation model should be expanded

’ to'in;lude criteria that wheﬁ‘met would indicate
the degree to which ;he special needs of the LEPs
are provided. The special needs iden?ified
¢uring this study included English language
coméregension and American cﬁit&?al understahding
The information obtained from the evaluatlon
"should be used to 1dent1fy 1nstructors with
exemplary skill and employ them to assist othetrs
in obtalnlng and utilizing these skills.

5. A meta evaluation of the BVIPRC should be deve-
loped and implemented. The meta evaluation
would: (91 provid; the informatio; as Eo the
validity of the standards.and criteria for pro-
ducing gtugents with the skills necessary for

@uemployment, and (b) determine if there is
Ca corfe}atiqn betwqgn process evaluation and pro-
duct®outtome. .

i The procedures employed in this study were those
requi:éd to dévelop a process modél for the evalu;tion of
BVPs. The process model determines the quali*y of the )
programs belng provided. The respondents addxtzonally
suggestad the incluslon of prodgkt evaluation, to determlne
the effectiVeness of the program and context evaluation, to

identify the need(s) for cmrqe in a program and identify new

. 232
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curriculum sources. {These respondents also suggested an in-
pht‘pvaluation, for the jidentification and assessment of the
sy;teﬂ's capabi{?ties and strategies for overcoming dif-
ficulties in meeting project objectives (Apramson, 1979,

é. 141). 'The information coﬁtext, input, process, and prg-
duct evaluation would provide a system for program

improvement and determination of -grogram effectiveness.

K
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Appendix A

- Telephone Survey

Population Identification

180




l Population Identilied 181
oy Location, by Need
' PSr BVPs
- Region 2opulation Need for BLVEPs
] :
1 s
' , Coluabia Indo Chinese - No
Bradford *Migrants H L No
: Suwanes New Ghandan, Adults, especially
I ' o Indian Koreans, & Spanish
: "!orun speaking peoples
‘ : Latin
' Flagler *"Migzants Dcpeﬁom: on Cubidn
_ influx
N st. Johns **Latin No -
l Levy Vietnamese . No \
Putnam *Migrants Dependent on Cuban
' . influx
l‘ + Duval Vietnamese No’
' Alachua Pouuq.ﬁ No
| Gecman
: \ Vietnanese
l "Chimr-, .
: Okalocsa Latin Dependent on Cuban
' - w Vietnanese influx
l \ " B 8 Garman -
, Portugese '
: Irench :
' Santa Rosa o Fi3ipino No
Latin
Washington Vietnanese No
| . Pakistan . ,
l Bay Vietnamese . Dependent on Indus-
5 . trial growth
f Wakulla
l Jeffecson :
: / *
111
l Marion **Latin Dependent on Cukan
g ‘ "Iunan influx
Orange Latin _ Yes
l Cscecla Swedish No.
- ' Geraan
**Latin .
. French '
3 Vietnanese

2



Population Identified
by Lccation, bv lNeed

for BY?s
Region Population Need for BLVEZ?s
{
sumter *Migrants ) No
Lake .'v1¢tnanosc - On Adult Level
Latin ’ -
v :
Lo a‘a
DeSotd & "thin No
Hacdee Latin Yes
H{llsborough .'Indo.Chin.sc No
Lee Latin Yes
‘Manatee Indo Chinese Yes
Sarasota *neMixed Ne .
v ¢
St Lucy **Latin Dependent on Cuban
. o influx -
Pals Beach Lat%n ) No
Okeechobee Nicaraguan Strong Need
[ 1 D f
‘ 24 LAtin . :
Mactin "'Latin Zes
Sroward *'.Mixod Yes
Dade Mixed // X Yes

« Migrants = mostly Spanish speaking peoples and blacks

** Latin
1 2 2 Mx.d

4(,_4

= mostly Spanish speaking pecples
= represent at least 42 different nationalities
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Appendix B B -

BVPs in the state of florida (1581)
A

[

Al

Jc - .} 237 | :




d

\ . 3tate of Plofids

-~ Silieguel 73cstional Sducation Proycans

, ldentitied oy Telepricne Sucvey Ccaducted
Nay 19 - June 1, 1300

tosanbia -
HycEle Geove Anmen o L.
tor emcaptionsi et.dents James Jocden 1994-456~46)1 Continuing Genegel Viesnassse

Guit ’ st
%418 Cosst Cam. Col. 0 Lawis Jader 704-769-1351 Sontiming Seceral All L2SA 7og.
Saceec £4

2e8co
Pasco Campredengive Mign Jenet Reilly 904-567-4747 Tetminates 6/60 AL, Td Spenaeh

Mineliss Hee. M. Runt, nu.‘ 613-531-2%01 Perding (fundb) 5L o Vistnasese

nanatee
Ases /o= Tecn Cencetc Doneld Mcicied $13-78%-2641 - Continuing Sl Irdo Thinwee

Qallles

Voc-Technical Cenzec Js. W. Peccy 61)=-774-6438 Continuing Coanotology Spsnien
Y
Oade .
Niasi Senior Adult Cee. 3¢. Keff Bennett 103-442-0414 Continuing (SLVE) in Ind. Agce, Spenied
- Sue. 4., Heitien
Oisceib. 4.
. \
Lindeey Mopuing Vo ltr. Jr. Yo Ssusssy 303 J5¢ 3318 Suntlovaimg 1BLVE) Hotel angmt. Spanian
Hattlian

Yew Worlé Cte, Com. Col. Nancy 3ose 205-642-5%03 Tecainaces 7/60 {SLVE) Sus. 2d. Sgenieh
Adult £d. Coglish Cig. Bcn Willieme 309-543-6320 Cancinuing iunofficiel) Spenieh
. 2LVE Haitian |
i 1
2 Nendey :
. adbelle High School Mettian A .
<lewieton High Schaol Me. Dooley 813-675-0448 Contlauing Agri. ed. * Spentah
. - . MiCICeusee
. waztin -
Iadientown Adult Cuir. vg., Gatcie 303-597-3048 Continuing On Need Sgenien
! . cersan
Vietraness

°Lil » Enqlish g0 eecond .cr.quqc : .
S°LSL = English'es eecond lenguage (furded oy Vocetionsl Rducetion) t{;




Schools Used in Study

Collier County Vocational-Technical Center
3702 Bstey Ave.
Naples, Florida 33942

English Center
3501 S. W. 28 st.
Miami, Florida 33135

George Stone Area Vocational Center
Route 10, Box 530
Pensacola, Florida 32506

Gulf CoastCommunity College
5230 West H'Way 98
Panama City, Florida 32401

Indiantown Adult Edug@®t®h Center
P. O. Box 336 .
quiantown. Florida 33456

LaRelle Middle School
Ft. Thompson Ave.
La Belle, Florida 33935

Lee County Area Vocational-Technical
Center '

3800 Michigan Ave.

Ft. Myers, Florida 33901

Lindsey Hopkins Educational Center
1410 N.. E. Second Ave.
~ Miami, Florida 33132
‘Miami Lakes Technical-Educational
Centey

5780 N. W. 158 Sst. -
. Miami Lakes, Florida 33014
Miami Senior Adult Center

2450 S. W. First st.
Miami, Florida 33132

.
Miami Skill Center
50 N. w. 14 st.
Miami, PFlorida 33136

-

Program:

Program:

Program:

Program:

ﬁ:cgram:

Program:

Program:

Program:




" Schools Used in Study (continued)

South Dade Adult Education Center ) Program: ESL

28401 S. W. 167 Ave.
Miami, Florida 33030

South Dade Skill Center Program: ESL

28300 S. W, 152 Ave. .
Leisure City, FPlorida 33033

~
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Interviews

Acams, Susan B., Projecr Director, B;llngqa;‘Vccatlonal
. Education, Western Kentucky University, Departme
af Career and Vocatlonal Teacher Education, 4 August
1980.

Babcocx, Marylin, Director, Disseminaiton and Evaluation of
Bilingual Education, 6 June 1980.

Blumbeld, Lloyd, Director, Department of Adult Education,
Dade County, Florida 8 July 1980.
Roy, (Ph.D}: ~ .
Giehls, Program Director, £valuation Section, Division of
Vocational Educaiton, state of Florida, May 198l.

Gundercon, Director of Bilingual Vocdt:onal Education,
Department of Health Education and Welfare, Washington
D.C. 12 August 1980.

Hannenburé, Vera, Director, Department of Grants and Evaluaitcn,
Board of Education, City oﬁ_New York, 3 September 1980.

Harrell, L. W., Section Director, Program Imﬂlementatlon Sec-
tion=-~Recional C£fices, state of Florlda, April 1981.

Kanaarakis, John C. (Ph D) leznqual Educatlon Speclallst,
' Department of 'ducatlon, state of Florida, APril 1981.

Labato, Norma, leingual Coordinator, Hillsborough County,
Department of Education, state of florida, 9 April 1980.

uawrence, John E. Cirector, Division of PubliclSchoolsg
Adult and Community Education Sectlon, partment of
Education, Tallahassee,Florida, 10 April 1980. .

Maes, Daniel, Cepartment of Migrant Edacatlon, Tallahasse
Florida, 9 aApral 1980.

Rezcbek,‘bale, .California Adv1§ory Council on Vocat:ional
Education, Sacramento, Callfornza, 8 July 1980.

Sanchez, Frank, Office of the Lt. Go ernqr, Tallahasgie -
Florida, 9 Apriil 1980.

L4
L

. Troike, Rudolph, Director, Federal-Evaluation Project for

Bilingual Vocational Education, Arlington, Vergln-a
. 19,June 1980. '

*a

Others
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College of Blucatisn . The Florida State University
Degariment of Zducational Tallshasste, Flerida 32306 - 190
Leadersnin ’ )
Vdeatcnal Education
256 South Woodward
904, 834-6298 v Occober 30, 1980
A

o Amm)

Mr. Garcia
Indiancown Adult N
Education Center
P. O. Box 336
- Indiantown, Florida 33456

(Dear Mr. Garcia:

Thank you for agreeing to participate in the study tc .

* identify the gpecial .needs, standards and criteria necessaty
for effective Bilingual Vocational Education Programs in the
state of Florida. The information prdvided by this study
will be used in the development of the Bilingual Vocat:onal
Educacion component to the Vocational Education Program Review

+_ for Florida.
I am looking forward to meeting with you on Novemeber 35,
1380 at 1 p.n.. Again, thank you for your participation.

Sincerely,

Mary A. Marangos
Research Assistant

/iks
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Questionnaire Narrative

7.,- — “
T
i
.

My name is Mary Anna Marangos, representing Florida .State Uni-
versity. I am working on a project to identify tho standar8s and
. *
criteria, which when met, would proyide effective Bilingual Vocdtional

Education Programs.

I am asking for your help in the development of .the guestionnaire

" that will be used to identify those standards and criteria. With the

input of Bilingual Vocaticnal Educators we can develop a usefal instru-ni.k
‘s

?

&

nent.

I have provided you with the complete questionnaire packet ani a

suggested critique outline,” however, please feel free to make any

1

comments directly on the directions, quesionnaire,.or critique form.




Pilot Test Data (Questionnaire) -

Name of School

192

Address A Telephone

Date Time In Time OQut

Number of Participants

Administrators -

Number that were Teachers

caras’ Others (specify)

Time needed for oral directions:

’ reading directions:

review with example:

Time needed for completion of test:

Total time:

Other &omments:

216

3
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.
Critique Suggestions

‘p'ac(et.
L. Cover Sheet

i l. The cover sheet is appropriate. Yes No

2.. Parts of the cover sheet should be:

Added to (specify):

£

I . Please feel free to write on any parct of this questionnaire

Deleted (specify) : *

II. Oral Directions

I Modified (specify)

1. The oral directions are appropriate. Yes No

k 2. Parts of the oral directions shbuld be:

Added to (specify)

Deleted (specify)

&

Modified (specify)

III. Written Directions

1. The written directions cre appropriate.. Yes No

-

2. Parts of the written directions should be:




Added to (specify)

Modified (specify)

l Deleted (specify)

I 1V. (Questionnaire
Purpose; To identify those standards and criteria,which when met, ‘ ‘
l ‘ w;uld provide effective Bi:lingual \;ocational Education
Standards ) )
l' 1. The standards are appropriate for effective Bilingual
l | Vocational Educiation'. Yes No )
2. Some standards or segments should be:
l. Ad:ed (specify) t *
>
Deleted (specify) | ' ,
P i ' . v i
IR Modified (specify) ‘ : .
l ,
' Criteria . ‘
1. 'The criteria are appropriate for the standard. __ Yes
. NO ’ )
2. Some criteria or segments should be:
N
‘ Added (specify)
)




“

Criteria (cont'’ d‘)

5

Deletéd (specify)

Modified (specify)

Additional COu;nents=

2

B

~ Thank you for your cooperation.




-College of Education “The Florida State Ux‘iversity
Department of Educational Tallahaseee, Florida 32306 ’ .
Leadership . - . ) ‘ 196
Vocational Fducation ’ C
206 South Woodvard oy
(904; 644-6258 =<2 October 20, 1980

ULV

1
|
1

-

:
1
.

" Mz. Antonio Nicolau
Solidar idad Humana

- 107 Suffo x Street
New York, New York 10002

k)

Dear Mr. Nicolau:

Thank you for participating in the development ‘of an
instrument to identify those standards and criteria, which
when met, would proved effective Bilingual Vocational .

_Education programs in the state of Florida. With the
participation of knowlédgeable personnel we will be able
to develop an.effective instrument.

»~

«

- - - - —”‘ M‘-
.
'
»

Sincerely, .

, X 7/7&47-/”"" //&r&(;yf’

Mary A. Marangos g
Research Agsistant .

A .

/jks . !

r
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' . General Directions for Administer ing
o 7 'The questionnaire can be administered to an individual or to a
group. Its purpose is to identify the standards and criteria necessary
- for effective Bilingual VOcational Education (BVE).
. %

Materials Needed “

The materials needed to administér the questionnaire -are:

1. This set of examiner's directions
2. Questionnaire
3. Pencils

.

<

Purpose of - the Sténdafds and Ctitetia Questionnaire .

The~putpose of the questionnaite is to identify the standatds and
criteria necessary for effective BVE programs in the state pf Florida.
The questionnaire is ‘designed to focus on the areas of primary.intergst
to the state; staff, curriculum, material, equipment, and supplies. . .

~

L3

.
b

Directions Ques;.iorm_aite Administration

Read to Partic;ggnts

. - -

Thank you for agreeing to patticipate in this study to 1dent1fy

the standards and criteria necessary for effective BVE programs in the
state of Florida. The results of this questionnaire will be used in
TT T the development of the BVE component-of -the Vocational Education Program

Review for Plorida. Following the development of the component, it may
‘ be necessary for us to request your further cooperation. .
The following pages contain a ‘series of standards and criteria for
BVE. You are asked to decide whether each standard and criterion is
necessary for effective BVE programs Any feedback on items that you
feel should be\deleted, modigéed or added is welcome. ‘

|

Please write any comments or additional items on the back of the ) )
pages and do not forget to write the number or letter of the standard . N
or ¢riterion next to your’ comments or items.

You will notice that your name is requested. This is done only
in case there is difficulty in interpreting any comments and we need
to ask you for additional information. You need not give your name or
background information if you do not wish. Your response, alonq with .
those of others who respond will be summarized, thus, your response T,
will remain anonymous. ' .

y _

T 251
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General Directions
Page ~-2-

Please turn to Page:One of the Questionnaire as I read the |
directions. . ) |
Task I. .

‘ a. Read each of the standards on the guestionnaire.

- appropriate as follows::.,

1) Bilingual Vocational Education (BVE). BVE programs are
designed to provide students with vocational skills and

kncwledge of vocational English necegsary for entry level
employment in the occupational area of instruction. K The
: languages of.Q::munication in the BVE program are English
i and the dominanht language of students in attendance.
2) Vocational Education (VE). VE programs are designed to
provide students with vocaticnal gkills necessary for
. entry level employment in the occupational area of
instruction. The languiage of communication in the VE
program is ENGLISH.ONLY.

' ' b. ' Circle the program for which each standard is the most
3

3) Both (BVE & VE).. Theidentified standard is equally rele-
vant to BVE and VE programs.

4) None. The standard is not necegsary for effective BVE
; and/or VE programs.

c. If a standard identified as appmgpriate for VE only' (2) or
,not appropriate None (4); DO NOT RATE THE CRITERIA, go to
‘the next standard.

. . Task II.

’ : a. Read each criterion for those standards appropriate for BVE
= or Both.
Kl
b. Circle the response that most nearly represents your feeling
as to the degree you agree with the appropriateness of the
criterion for the standard in effective BVE programs.

c. In making your response, circle 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 as follows:




2.

3.

5.

) do If
- go

Task III.

g TN TN WS WS W e e .
.
- *
-

. b. In makféo you response circle 0 or 1 as follows.

T * 0.

v 1.

Strongly Agree (SA)

Agree (A)

Undecided (U)

¢

Disaéree'(b)

Strongly Disagree (SD)

’

' 199

if the criterion descriped would have *
considerable impact in meeting the
standard in effective BVE programs.

if the criterion described would have
a moderate impact in meetxng the stan-
dard in effective BVE programs.

if you arg not certain whether or not
the criterion would have ary impact

in meeting,the standard in effect1ve
BVE programs.

if the criterion described is not
necessar+: in meeting the standards
in effective BVE programs.

» - * .

if the criterion described would
have negative or no impact in meeting

the standard in effective BVE programs.

a cr1terxon is identifed as Disagreé (4) or Strongly D1sagree (5)
to the next criterion, DO NOT DO TASK III.

¢

Both

BVE ONLY

S

a. For each criterion determine if it is approprxate for BVE or BOTH.

=
.

the criterion is appropriote for BVE
and VE programs.

“the critgrioo is appropriate for BVE

only.

2

Before returning the forms, please be certain that you have responded

to all items.

Are there any questions?

Thank you for your cooperation,




College of Education . The Florida State University

. L partment of Educatianal Tallahassee, Florida 32706 260
Leadership y ~
Vocational Education
206 South Woodward
{904) 644.6298 4 7?7

| T ‘

e

)

Thank you for supporting the, study to identify those

criteria and standards for vocational education programs for
the Limited-English-Speaking (LES) students in the state of
Florida. The analysis of the data from this study will be !
used in the development of a component for the Vocational ,
aducation Program Review in Florida which may be used for an 4
equitable review of Bilingual V6cational Education and ,
. Vocational Education programs that have a substantial number ’

_— ) of LES students. » |

~ We are locking forward to your further support of |
‘ this study. Only with the cooperation of personnel who are :
knowledgeable in the area will we be able to develop an

effective instrument.

Thank you again for supporting the study.

Sincerely,

Mary A. Marangos
Research Assistant

- Hollie B. Thomas
i ’ . Project Director

(R e 254
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.- College of Education The Florida State University .

'Departmem‘of Educationq{ Tallahassee, Florida 32306 :
Leadership ) . i ) . :

Vocational Educatio .

2¢6 South Woodward 7 202

(904) 644-6298

’ . v

As per our conversation on January , 1981, I am enclosing a cppy
of the pilot test for the Self-Study Program Review form for programs
with Limited English Speaking (LES) students. ' These are programs iden-
tified as Bilingual Vocational (BV), Vocational English as a Second
Language (VESL) with traditional Vocational Education (VE) and traditional v
Vocational Education without a VESL component. :

_In order to ptoduce a useful Program Review Component to the
Vocational Education Instructional Program Review for “he state of Flos-
ida, it is important'tn have your cooperation and input. Please complete
the enclosed program review form for your program, and return it to
me on February , 1981, when I will be in your school to conduct the.
on-Site segment of this study. If you -have any additions, deletions, or
modifications please write them on the form. I would appreciate the
oppor tunity to discuss your recommendations and/or guggestions for
the' development of an efficient Vocatjonal Educatipn Program Review
instrument for programs with LES students during the On-Site visit. -

I look forward to meeting with you in the near future and appre-
ciate vour willingness to cooperate. ’

¥

Sincerely,

Mary Anna Marangos
Research Assistant

/3ks
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., College of Education The Florida State¢ University .. . P,
Department of Educational | Tallahassee, Florida 32306 ' e
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Vocational Education ] . - . 203
: 206 South Woodward " . ¢
I} (904) 644-6298 ere) : - -
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' .

Your program has been selected and permission obtained from your
¢ supervisor/administrator to be a site for .
a field test for the development of the _Bilingyal Vocational Educa-
tion component of the Vocational Education Program Review for the
state of Florida. For the success of this project your cooperation
is most important. Enclosed is a copy of €he Self-Evaluation form

l ‘ . ~ M .
! »
2 -
. . R

that is intended for the instructors/administrators of Bilinqual /
Vocational Education programs in the state of Florida. . ,

Please conpletotheenclosed form, for your ptogtam, and- return
it to me by when I will be conducting an on-site
program review. It you have any additions, deletions, or guggestion
please write them on the form. When we meec at the post review con-

_‘ference on I would like to discuss your recommendations : : .
~ and/or suggestiona with you. ' - . ) ’
Thank you for your coopetation: . : T
‘ Sincerely, ~

] \ - , ; ’
' i " Mary A. Marangos
Regsearch Assistant

/3ks ' o , '

™
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? PILOT TEST

THE VOCATIONAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTIUNAL PROGRAM REVIEW
IN THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE AND ADULT EDUCATION CENTERS
IN FLORIDA FOR BILINGUAL VOCATIONAL AND

VOCATIONAL ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE PROGPRAMS

Directions for Completing Self-Study Form

258
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WHAT IS THE VOCATIONAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM REVIEW?

In - present case, the researcher is attenpting to adapt the pro-
gram review procedures to RVE and LES programs. Thus, no state

staff will be involved in this review. The influx of Limited English
Speaking (LES) studen.s into the educational system of Florida has
presented a new demension to vocational education. The needs of the
LES students are in certain aspec€§ greater than those of the English
speaking student. The state of Florida in order to meet the needs of
all its students has authorized the reexamination of the vocational
program review instrument.

The following pages contain a program review instrument designed to
determine whether or not the needs of the LES students are being met
in vocational programs that they are enrolled in. The researcher

is requesting that you, as an instructor of LES students, complete
the instrument for your program. In addition, would you make any
additions, deletions, or modifications that you feel are necessary.

. .

In its usual form program review is a joint evaluation of individual
vocational education programs by instructors, school administrators,
and regional program consultants. The purposes of such a review are
directed towad insuring that vocational instruction: (1) meets the
needs, interests, and abilities of students; (2) satisfies the require-
ments of the occupation or occupational field in which the training

is given; (3) meets the requirements set for it by the State Board

of Education for the operation of vocational education programs.

WHY ARE THE REVIEWS OF VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS CONDUCTED?

The primary purpose of program review is program improvement. Per-
iodic evaluation is an excellent means of assuring that corrective
action is taken as problems arise. In addition, there is the contin-
ued emphasis throughout the educational community on accountability.

The Florida State Plan for the Administration of Vocational Ecducation
under the Vocational Amendments of 1976 contains provisions for pro-
gram evaluation. The program review process is a standardized procedure
designed to meet the~ neede and requirements of local, state, and

federal agencies.

HOW WILL THE PROGRAM REVIEW PILOT TEST WORK?

The researcher will provide the local Bilingual Vocational Education
(BVE) /Vocational English as a Second Language (VESL)/ Vocational
Education (VE) educational agency with program self-study forms.

These forms list the standards which will be verified by the researcher
during a later on-gite visit. A review form will be completed by

the regearcher and correspond to the self-study forms filled out by

th /VESL/VS staff. The pilot program self-study form is desigred
to assist the researcher in developing the final version of the BVE/
VESL/VE Program Review Component for programs with LED students in

the state of Florida Vocational Education Program Review.

259
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HOW WILL THE PROGRAM REVIEW PILOT TEST BE EVALUATED?

)
The BVE/VESL/VE staff who respond to the program self-evaluation will
also réview the contents of the instrument for its validity in eval- |
vating BVE/VESL/VE programs with LES students if the state of Florida.
That portion of the study will provide the participants with the oppor-
to make cdditions, deletions, and modifications to the standards
and criteria previously identified. '

ON-SITE VISIT

After the self-study forms are completed the researcher will make a
schedy-ed visit to the educational agency to conduct a verification
of the self-study review with teaehggs involved in the particular

programs. .

The major aims of the on-site visit are to determine the ®xtent to
which thr report reflects actual conditions in the institution, and
to supplement the self-study report with additional data and -
documentation.

Points covered by consultants include:

1. Obtain rationale for recorded answers
2. . Review evidences
~ 3. Allow opportunities for additions and/or revisions
4. Assess quality above and beyond what is recorded on the

self-study form
5. Relate findings to teachers in a developmental and
rconscructive way ° ‘ V,//pe .

Working from self-study forms and in uirect consultation with the
teacher (s) involved, the researcher will complete the working copy

of the BVE/VSEL/VE program.

After completion of the on-site visit, and exit conference will be
~onducted with the agency head and participating staff to discuss
the results of the review.

The major aims of the exit conferencCe are to:

1. Determine the validity of the identified standards and cri-
teria for BVE and/or VESL/VE programs with LES students in
the state of Florida.

°

2. Determine discrepancies in the interpretationof the standards s
and criteria by the instructors and/or researcher.

3. Determine 1f the program review instrument and data reviewed
provide some assurance that the program is or is not effective.

4. Review suggested modifications, additions, and deletions with
staff. All responses, including suggestea changes, will have
been summarized with those of others who responded. Thus, tne

individual respondents will remain anonymous.

260
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POST-VISIT ACTIVITIES

An oral repoit of the program review findings may be made to the
educational agency if such a report is requested by the pre-review

neqotiations. .

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE VARIOUS PHASES OF THE PROGRAM REVIEW PROCESS?

Pha§F I - Program Self-Study ‘
Researcher " © Identify institutions and programs to be reviewed
&\ © Submit plan and timeline for accomplishing goals

© Arrange and conduct a planning conference with edu-
cational agency administration to determine the
schedule for on-site visits and the establishment of
repor ting procedures ,

o Conduct orientation for educational agency staff and
provide in-service training on the use of instruments

. if requested by the head of the agency

Local Educational o Plan and conduct self-study program review and return

Agency completed self-study forms to researcher

Researcher © Review the completed self-study forms and other data
relating to the program following on-site visits

Phase II -On gite Visit

. v
Local Agency o Make @ll necessary local arrangements for on-site visits
Researcher - o Conduct an effective on-site verification of the

self-study review

Brgw UVSVéDL], THE PILOT TEST OF THE BVE/VESL/VE PROGRAM REVIEW INFORMATION

© The data will be analyzed to determine the validity of the
standards and criteria for reviewing the effectiveness of
these programs in Florida. .

© The data will be reviewed to determine the reliability of
the interpretation of the standards and criteria by participants

© The data will provide the information necessary for “daveloping -
the “inal version of the BVE/VESL/VE Program Review Component
for programs with LES students for the Vocational Education
Program Review for the state of Florida :
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SUGGESTED EVIDENCES FOR STANDARDS - REFER TO NUMBERED TIMES IN SELF-
STUDY INSTRUMENT FOR OCCUPATIONAL AND COMMUNITY COLLEGE PROFICIENCY

PROGRAMS
Standard 1

a2 Y

-

Standard 2

Standard 3

Standard 4

Standard 5

Standard 6

0000

0000

o

o

Written program objectives

DOE Program description

Course description

Written course description that is provided to
students and parents '

Written program objectives

Copy of funding source standard specifications
Course description

Written course description that is provided to
students and parents

(a) Engdish
(b) Target language(s)

Course outline for syllabi

Defined performance outcomes

School procedure for modification of performance outcomes
Criterion-referenced measures for each defined performance
outcome '

Task analysis(es) of occupation(s) for which the program
is designed

Curriculum guides

Textbooks and other resource materials (English and/or
Target Language(s)

Manpower studies

Dictionary of Occupational Titles

List of advisory committee memers (by occupational
position, by race, by nationality, by language groups)
Schedule of advisory committee meetings

Minutes of advisory committee meetings

Teacher's Certificate

Special permit

Copy of letter specifying approval of school boarc
Direct observation in classroom

On-site observation

DOE Design Criteria for New Facilities (State Board of
Education Administrative Rules)

Electrical outlets

Plumbing services




Standard 7

Standard 8

Standard 9

Standard 10

Standard 11

000O0OO

000

0000O0OO o 00090O00O0

00O

(o o]

00000 00 0o0oo0O

(o]
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On-site observation

Plan for equipment replacement

Tools and equipment inventory

Department budget

On-site observation of available materials and consum-
able supplies

Brochures (if available) (English, Target language(s)
Program handbook (English, Target language
Employment information related to business and
industry

Interest batteries (english, Target language)
Aptitude tests (English, Target language)
Achievement tests (English language)

Interview with student service personnel

Interview with selected studen’s (LES)

Written justification for chose students not at
appropriate grade level

.Written criteria for admission into class (if any ‘exists)

Written criteria for admission into program/course
Brochure (if available) (English, Target language(s))
Program handbook (English, Target language(s))
Interview with student services personnel

Number and percentage of male and female students
Number and percentage of students enrolled, by race,
by nationality, and language group

Student goals and surveys

College catalog

Numb :r and percantage of persons ir non-traditional
fields

Career resource center

Career education program and material

Class enrollments

Laboratory size and equipment (on-site observation)
Class schedule

Instructor schedule

Defined performance outcomes for each program or course
Criterion-referenced measures for each gdefined perfor-
mance outcome

Topical outlines

Skill charts (English, Target language)

Student profiles

Bvaluation reports

Vocational student organization membership roster and
program of activities

Conperative or on-the-job placement records
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Standard 12 o School policies and procedures for placement
o Placement records
o Interviews with placement personnel

Standard 13 o Copies \bf follo(v-up studies or placement records ( f ¢
) o0 Written recommendations for curricular or program .
change based on analysis student follow-up data .
© Reports submitted to Board of Trustees )
o Examples of revised course outlines v
o Minutes of curriculum committee

Standard 14 o 1Interviewhs with instructors’
o Interviews with administrative and supervisory personnel

Standard i1s o staff development surveys (with special needs component
for LBS teachers, cultural, languages, etc.) }
o Instructor's individual plan for staff development
o In-service camponents
o College staff and program development plan and report

GLOSSARY OF TERMS"

AMvanced Placement - Acceptance of a student in a program at a higher .
level than usually assumed by entering students

Articulation - The relationship of an instructional program at one
level to similar or related programs at another level

. H
Bilingual vocational Education (BVE) - BVE programs are designed to
provide students with skills and knowledge of English necessary for
entry level employment in the occupational area of instruction.
The languages of communication in the BVE program are ENGLISH and
the DOMINANT LANGUAGE of the students in attendance.

CCD (Course Code Directory) Code - The number code coz:espbndiqg to
programs and/or cQurse offered in specific area or fields as
outlined in the 1980-81 Course Code _lzirectory : -

Competency - The ability (including knowledge, skills, and/or attitudes)
to perform a spec task or duty successfully

Coordinating Council - A group organized to review total vocational
education, adult general education, and community instructional
sérvices programs within the vocational planning district (region)
to make needed offerings and prevention of unwarranted duplication

Criteria - Standards by which decisions can be made
Criterion-Referenced Measure - A measurement device based on performance

objectives which evaluates learners on the basis of ability to
complete a task in a given situaticn according to a pre-set standard.
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Dissemination - The production, delivery, and distribution of products
to identified target groups

Employability Skills - Human relation skills required to obtain and
keep a job . . .

Entry Level Knowledge - The minimum knowledge' required to function
effectively in initial employment

Evidences - A basis for supporting or proving response

Fundamental Occupational Proficiency Coursg - Instruction in
competenciés common to a cluster of pations for the pur-
pose of developing skills, knowledge,. attitudes for advancement
into the next level of an occupationa proficiencr program

Instructional Program Descriptions Bulletin - An inventory containing
a descriptive analysis of vocational programs offered in Florida

Integral - A term which qualifies some element or part as essential for
completeness

Laboratory - A facility desiéned to pravide instruction in the use of
tools and equipment in an occupation

Limited English Speaking - One who cannot effectively communicate in
the English language

Manipulative Skilis -~ Proficiency in handling and operating tools or
machines, ,and in designing, shaping, forming, or fabricating
various objects

Occupational Proficiency Program - Same as occupational preparatory
described below 1 [

Occupational Preparatory Program - A competency-based program of
instruction specifically designed to prepare a person for employ-
ment in an occupation or cluster of closely related occupations in
the occupational fields of Agri-business and. Naffural Resources
Education, Business and Office Edcation, Distributive Education,
Home Economics and Industrial Education.

Performance Objective - A statement of what the learner must do, in
observable and measurable terms (same as behavioral objective)

Pre-Vocational Program - A program of instruction designed to provide
orientation to and exploration of experiences with the kinds and
levels of work in a broad range of occupations

.
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Prégram Area - The vocational area in which instruction takes plachk, such
as Agriculture, Home Economics, etc. When completing the form use
the following official abbreviations.

AG - Agriculture - HL - Health ‘

BU - Business IA - Industrial Arts

CH -~ Consumer & Homemaking IN - Industrial Education
DE -~ Distributive Education PS - Public Service

DO - Diversified Occupations SP - Special Programs

HG ~ Home Economics - Gainful

Sequence — The arrangement of instruction in a consistent and logical
manner

Service Area — See Program Area

standard - A condition set as a measure Or basis for comparison

Supplemental Pfogtam - A program for persons currently employed who
need training in order to update, or upgrade skills to achieve

stability, or advancement in current job position

Target Population - The group(s) who are being served by the program

_ Task Analysise A list of operations and procedures performed by work-

ers in a specific occupation; may include materials and equipment
utilized on the job V4

.t E

Vocational Planning District (Region) - A geographic area that encom-
passes the boundaries of a community college district and all
public school districts contained therein.

Units Of Instruction - A subdivision of a program curriculum arranged
and developed in various lesson plan groups ‘

Vocational English as a Second Language (VESL) - Instruction in English
necessary for the occupational area

'
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Program Requirements for Bilingual Vecational Education in Fldtida

N .

School Data Sheet

Nampe of School Cccupstional Area(s)

Language Groups Represented in Bilingual Vocational Education Program(s)

A D
B : E
C F

Number of Students in each Language Group

A D
B E
C F

Numoer >f Bilingual vocational Education £o.aff

Respondent's Sackground Information
{Regponse Optional)

Name

Position Subject Area

Language (s), other than English, spoken
{check one! Oral Fluency

“ s

Native Good Fair Poor

A

213
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Program kerulrements for Bilingqual Jocaticnal Education in Florida

The purpose of this phase of the study is to identify the addi~
tional staff skill, facilities, equipment, supplies, materials, and
curriculum components necessary for effective Bilinoual vocational .

. Education Programs in the state of Florida. The comparison you are !
requested to make is between the regular Vocational Education program ,‘
(VEP) and the Bilingual Vocational Education Program (BVEP).

1. Staff
’ |

’

B Researchers have studied the ratio of students to staff that ;
will permit effective education of the students enrolled 1n the pro~ |
9gram, but no conclusive data was obtained. We would like you, as i
BVE personael, to express your opinion as to the appropriate ratio
of students to staff in effective BVE and VE programs in Florida. |
Express Your opinjon by placing the number of students in the space

Be sure to make two entries for each item. 1If the !

+

‘. ¢ provided below,
position is not necessary place a zero (0) in the space.
' VE BVE !
) i
1. vocational Instructor who speaks English only 1/ 1/___ |
2. vocational Instructor who speaks Bnglish and
target language(s) v__ /__
3. Papaprofessional who speaks English only 1/ /__ / '
| s
4. Paraprofessional who speaks English and the !
target language(s) 1/ i/ |
5. English-as-a~second language instiuctor 1/ /___ !
6. Guidance person who speaks English only 1/ v/
7. Guicance Person who speaks English ind the
target language{s) ) /____ v __.
8. Occupational specialist who sSpeaxs English
only v /__
I
9. Occupational specialist who speaks English
and the target language(s) 1 R A
10. Community volunteer who speaks English only 1/ VI
I
11. Cosmunity volunteer who speaxs English and
1/ . /__

target lancuage(s)

v V__

12. Others (specify)




.

that make & vocational educator a bilinqual vocational
L educator have been identified. We Would like you to express your feel-
ing ae to vhether or not theee skills ace mc‘oury for the etaff 1n
effective BVE, but not in VE programs. Circle N, NN. or U as below.

1]

- ..
[ ]
»
-
[*S

Necessary (N) The skill 18 neceesary for staff in effec-
tive BVEPS. .
’ Not Necessary (NN) The skill 1s not necessary for the staff in
- a BVEP.
‘ Undecided (O) You are not sure if the skill 13 necessary
in an effective BVEP. o

Language Skiils: . -

Not . ta-
- ‘ &+ Necegsary Necessar decaided
. ¥
i. The BVE staff epeak and %
understand the target
language (@) N NN u
2. The BVE staff read and write
B the target language(e) N * NN ]
" 3. Sther (specify) ) ) v
Cultural Skills: ‘

1. The BVE staff is sensitive to '
*  students® cultural attitudes
towazds learning N NN u

2. The BVE etaff ie sensitive to
students’® cultural belyefs a-
bout social structure iBeluding
family and authorivy figures X tN 9 N

3. The BVE staff are sensitive to
cultural stigma associated with
. some words Of expcessions N NS v

4. Others (specify)
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Curriculum t “
Not U=

NeCessary Necessary - decaded

The additional curriculum compon-
ents necessary for effective BVE
programs, put not for VE are:

a

1.

2.

3.

Language improvement coq:pnctit (s)

Cultural understanding coaponent(s)

r

Others {(specify)

- ]

N
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A Iv. .gtc;'n ls ) . . !

. . The material necessary for effective 1
3aVE programs, but not for effective . '
VE projrass are:

1.

2.

3.

4.

S.

KD

Bilingual textbooks
Textbooks in target lanjuage only

English.language materials pre-
pared for students with Limited
English Speaking Ability (LESA)

Audie-visual materials that are
specific for the occupational
tzaining of the limited English
speaking ’

Translation of vocational materials
prejasred cy the staff

Others (specafy)
3

NN

E

O

RIC
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V. Pfacalities. Sguipment, and Supplies

The facilities, equipment, and supplies necessary for effective
vocational ecucation have been specified. The ones necessary for
effectiye BVE have been suggested. Would you express your feel-
ings as to whéether of not the facilities, equipaent, and supplies
necessaty in BVE are less, mote, orf the same as those in VE.

1. The facilities necessary for sf’-ctive SVEPs are : Circle One

more, less, or the same as those for effective VEPS.

Of more or less specify:

WM
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2. The equipment necessary for effective BVEPs are: Circle One
more, less/ of the same as those for effective VEPs, ‘

P

1f more or less specify: . s

3. The supplies necessary fur effective BVEPs are: Circle Cne
more, less or the same g tho‘u for effective VEPS,

. a

It more or less specify:g

VI. What suggestions would you aake fOr the vocafional instructor who
has sultilanguage limited -Englisn speaking students in the clasy?

i
>

st
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Questionnaire to Identify Standards and Criteris
) . for Effective Pilingual Vocational Education Programs
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study and to express
your opinion -.wt the standards and criteris that, wh«n met, would
a indicats the prosision of effective Bilingual vocational Eilucation
(BVE). The results of the questionnaire will be csed in the develop-
sent of the BVE component of the Vocational Education Progras Review
fof the state of ?lqrida.
The following fages contain & series of standards and criteris
obtained from & review of the existing BVE and Vocational Education
(VE} programs. You are asked to decide whether each standard and
criterion, when met, will result in effectise BVI programs.
Kl

Any feedback on items that should be modifled, da’eted, or
sdded is welcome. All input from BVE personnel is relevant and necessary
1n order to devise 8 useful evaluation systes.

Please write any comaents of additionsl items on the back of the
seges, and do not forget to write the number of letter of the stahc.rd
or criterion next to your cosments of item.

You will notice that your name is r_juested. Thie is done only
1n case there is cifficulty in interpreting any cosments and we need
to ask you for sdlitionsl information. You need not give your name
if you do not wish to. Your responsis, along with those of others
v > tespond, will be Susmarigzed. Thus, your response will remain 8nonymous.
There is & SATArats sheet with the definitions of terms for youtr coavenisace.

Tasx I.
A. Read each of the standards on the questionnaire.
9. In saking your responses, Sifcle 1,2-3, 08 4 an J0ioN:

a. Bilinguyal Vocational Education (BVE) - BVE programs are
designed to provide students with skills and xnowledge
of vocational Inglish necessary for entry ievei smploy-
sent in the occupstional ares of instruction. The lan-
guages of communication in the BVE program are Zngiish -
and the dominart langquage of studenzs in attendance. .

2. Vocational Bducation (VZ): VE Prograns are designed to
provide students with vocationsl skills necessary for entry
level employment in the occupational ares of instruction.
The language of -ommunic~:i< - in the VE program is English

only.
E | 272 w
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Task L.

Taek II.

A.

B (cont'd)

3. Both BVE and VE: The identified standatd is equally cele-
vant to BVE and VE prograns.

4. Nong: The standatd is not necessary for an effective
BVE and/or V. program.

1f 2 standard identified a® appropriate for VE only (.) or

not appropriate Nong (4) do not rste the criteria: go to the
next standacd.

Read each criterion for those standards appgopriate for 3UVE

or Both.

Circle the fesponse that most nearly represents your feeling
as to the degree to which you agree with tne appropriateness
¢f the criterion as a asasuze of wnether or not *he standard
nas been met.

In saking your cespinass, citciv 1,2,3,4, OF 5 as be.ow:

1. Strongly Agzer (SA) if the criterion described would
have congiderable impact in meet-
ang the standard in an effective
BVE progras. . e

2. Agree (A) {f che criterion described would ; .
have a Boderaty Lmpact in meet- . ¢
ing the standa. ) in an effective
BVE program.

3. Undecided {f you are not sure whether or
not the criterion would have any
impact in meeting the standacd in
an effective BVE progran.

4. Disagree (D) i the criterion described is not
necessary in meeti:ng che standacrd
in an effective BVE program.

S. Strongly Disagree (SD) if the criterion described .ould
have negative of no impact in
aseting the standacd in an effec-

o tive BVE progras.

If a criterion ie identified ae Dissqree (4) or Stronglv Dis-

agree (3) 9o to the nest criteria, do not do TASK 111 for this

particular criterion.
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- Task I11.

A. For sach criterion decermine if it 1s appropriate for BVE
ot BOTH

8. In aaking your response circle 0 or 1 as below:
0 - Both The criterion is appropriate for BVE and 7E
1 - 8VE 6nly The criterion is appropriate for BVE only

Before returning the forms. please be sure that you have responded to
all items. !f you have any queetions acout thie; please ask the adminis-
trstor.

Thank you for your cooperation.

<
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pilingual vocational Tducation Standards and Lriteria

Purposes TO determine the standacds and c:luxtu which when met, will
result in effective BVE plograms.

1. progcam Qbjectives
standacd:s (Circle one, if 1 o2 4 is soh'cud skip %o next scandard)

1. Program ob)ectives ate consistent with SVE __VE 30T NONE
vocational fducation Program Coucse
Standagds - 1980 for the state of Flocids. 1 2 3 4

Sriterias(1f 2.4 or § is selected ssip to nemt criterica of standard)
ONLY
SA A U D SO BOTE BVE

A. The subject aatter in this progras
corresponds to the progsam descrip-
tion specified in the Vocational
cducation Ptogran Course Standards
fos the stacte of Flocida. 1 23 4 8

8. Objectives have been vritten tO
cover the subject tattet in the
progras. 1 23 ¢ 5

(=]
-

Scandard:

2. ?rogram objectives ace coasistent BVE VR BOTH NONE ‘
vith the SVE atandacdg 9g_specified
by the majoc funding source (federal,
state, community, othet). 1 2 .13 4

Critecias

A. The subject matter ia tr's Prograe |
cotresponds to the program Cescrip~ |
tion specified Dy the major funding
souLee. 1 2 3 4 5 [ 1

3. Objectives have been writtea to
cower the subject metter in the

psogran 1 231 4 8 0 1
’ o
i
4
&
_ .
- .
1
O e e - e e —‘ .
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1. Instructional Content —

Standard: (12 2 or 4 1s selected skip to next standard)

1. Courses or units of instruction in this BVE VE BOTH NNE
prograg are based on defined or measure-
able competencies required for employ-
sent. 1 2 3l 4

Criteria: (If 3 4 or 5 1is selected skip to next criterion Of standard;

- ONLY
SA_ A U D sSD,iBOTH BVE
A. The program provides students with
the needed knowledge, skill and i
attitudes required for employment. 1 2 3 4 5 l 0 1
l

8. The exit competencies of the stu-
dent are compstible with current
employmsent practices in the field

of training. 1 2 3 4 54 0 1
- - )

C. The methods/sources that are used

. in the development of course or \
units of inatruction are: (rate
all choices)
(1) Task analysis of occupation 1 2 31 4 Spr o0 T
)

(2) Available curriculum guides 1 2 3 4 S 0 1
(3) Textbooks . 1 2 3 4 S 0 1
(4) Learning Task analyses 1 2 3 4 5 0 1

(5) Subject matter expert interviewsl 2 3 4 S 0 1

>

.6) Subject matter expert committeesl 2 3 4 S 0 i
(7) Observation of workers in ocgu-

pational area 4 2 3 4 5 0 1
(8) Special needs of students 1 2 3 4 5 0 1
(*y Special characteristics of : !

students L, 1 23 4 5 l 9 1
(10) Otr.r (specity) 1 2 3 4 5 : 0 1

" 0
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11.

Instructional Content (cont'd)
Standard: (If 2 or & is selected skip to next standard)

2. The "Work Experience® -program is based BVZ _VE BOTH MO

on identified student needs. 1 2 3 4
Criteria: (If 3,4 or § 15 selected g0 to next criterion or standard)

ONLY
SA_ A U D SD_ BOTH cye

A. ‘The “Work Exririence® program was
established due to high potential
d:opout' rates of:

(1) All students 1 2 . 45 4} 1

(2) Limited English Speaking
students 1 2 3 4 5 [} 1

B. The program is continued based on
current dropout rates of:

(1) All students 1 2 3 45 1] 1

C. The dropou” rates are substantiated
by: (rate all)

(1) School records 1 2 3 4 5 1] 1
(2) Student surveys 1 23 45 0 1
(3) Other (specify) 1 23 4 5 1] 1

D. Drooout rates are recorded by dom-
inate language of the student. 1.2 3 45 0 1

REMINDER: Pleas¢ answer all stems for the determination of the standards

and criteria which, when met, will result in effective BVE ziograms.

111, Advisory Committee

Standard: (If 2 or 4 is selected skip to next standard)

1. The program is supported by an organized BVE VE BOTH  ~ONE
and active adviscry cosmittee. 1 2 3 4

277
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III. Advisory Committee (cont‘'d)

Criteria:.If 3.4 or 5 is gelected skip to next criterion)

. ONLY
S A U D spDl' BOTH BVE
A. Thy advisory cammittees that may
serve this program are: (rate
all conmittees) i
{1) One county-wide committee for !
all vocetional programs.
1 23 4 5 0 1 «
(2) A specific county-wide com-
aittee for an occupaticnal
;cea. 1 2 2 45 0 1
{ ; Schoul/coliege-wide advi-
sory committes for all ’
vocational progcames 1 23 4 5 0 1
(4) An advisory committee for
the specific program only. 1 2 3 4 5 0 1
e B. The members cf the advisory com-
mittee should include repcesenta-
tion from the toliowing areas:
(rate all areas)
(.} Employers 1 2 3 45 0 i
(2) Supervisors & Managers 1 2 3 4 5 1] 1
(-‘ (3) Employees 1 2 3 45 0 1
(4) Prormer students 1 23 4 5 0 1
(S) Present xtud_ats 1 23 4 5 [} 1
16) Parents (high school level) 1 2 3 4 § 0 1
.
(1Y Accreditation, licen-ing, &
certification board mmbers. 1 2 3 4 S 0 1
t8) Cosmuiity [eaders 1 23 4 5 0 1
{9) Retired Isployees 1 2 3 45 0 1
Q87 Othezr (spacity) 1 23 45 0 1
1
' L
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Mvisory Committee (cont’d)
Criterias s A
SA
C. The membership of the advisory
comittee is répresentative of:
{rate all)
(1) Males 1
(2) Pemales 1
(3) Ethnic groups livinc in the -
ares 1
(4) Races living in ti2 area 1
(5) Other (specify)
1
D. The functions o’ the advisory com-
mittee are: (rzce all)
(1) Identifying employment oppor-
tunities for students 1
(2) Arranging for student use of
community resources 1
(3) Recommending equipment and
tools for the program 1
(4) Identifying cooperative work
sites for the students 1
(5) Evaluating the program 1
(6) Identifying essential compa-
tencies for entaring occu-
pation 1
{7) Assisting in rultural under-
standing 1

(8

Providing and/or identifying
bilingual personnel to assist
in the classroom when needed 1

—~—
ONLY
BOTH BVE
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
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Standacd:
1. The program is staffed by qualified SBVE VE BOTH NONE
pecrsonnel. 1 2 3 4
Critecias
oMLY
SA_A U D s ! 30tH  BVE
A. The program is staffed by quala-
tied teachesrs/instructional per-
sonnal in tha following areas:
(sate all areas)
{1) vocatiomal ELducation 1 2 3 4 8 0 1
(I) +vocational Zducation. Englaish.
and target language(s) 1 23 ¢ 8 o 1
(3) Instruction of English as
a3 second language 1 2 3 4 8 ] 1
(4) pulticultural underatanding 1 2 3 4 5. 0 1
8. The teacher/instructional quali-
fications are validated by: -
(rate all sethods)
TN (1) Plocida VE Cectification
/ . (regulaz oc temporary) 1 2 3 4 S 0 1
N /
S=7 (2} Approved by local school
board ot board of truatess 1 2 3 4 8 0 1
C. The peogram is ataffed by qualified
supportive personnel: (cats all)
m' Guidance Counsslors -
(a) English lpn\ktnq only I 2 3 4 8 0 1
(d) Proficient in Englian &
tagget language(s) 1 2 3 ¢ 58 [} 1
(2) Occupational Specialiat
(a) English speaking oaly 1 2 3 ¢ s 0 1
(d) Proficient in Znglish &
carget ianquage(a) 1 2 3 4 58 0 1

280
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7
IV. Staff Qualificetions (cont'd) ’
CNLY
(3) Paraprofessionals SA_ A U D SD !{| BOTH BVE
(a) English spesking only 1 2 3 4 S 0 1
(b) Bilingual English &
target language(s) 1 2 3 4 8 0 1 _

REMINDER: Please anfwer thezy items for the determination of the standards
and criteria, which wnen met, will result 1n effective BVE programs,

V. Fecilities

Standards
4 1. The faciiity enables program objec- BVE VE BOTH NONE
tives to be taught A 1 2 3 4
Ceitecria:

ONLY
“ ° SA A U D SD 't BOTH BVE
A. The classroom labs. or shops are
adequate for the instruction of
program objectives in the following
areas: (rate all areas)

(1) Size 1 2 3 4 3 0 1
(2) Llocation 1 2 31 4 5 0 1
. /'-'i (3) Arcangement 1 2 3 4 5 0 1
- (4) Maintenance 1 234 5 o 1
(3) MAccessibiiity tor handicapped _
' students 1 2 3 4 5 0 1
(6) Safety aspects 1 2 3 4 5 0 1
.{7) Heating/ventilation 1 2 3 ¢4 8 0 1 ,
(8) Iliumination 1 2 3 4 8 0 1
(9) Acoustics , 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 ‘
(10) other (specity) 1 234 s o 1 |

~J
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|
V. Facilities (cont'd) '
Criteria: ’
ONLY
S\ A U D SD BO™H - BVE -
5. DRestzooms, dressing LOOmS, €tC. -
ate conveniently locsted for:
(1) Male students 123 4 s o . 1
() Temale students 1 23 4 sl o 1
(3) handicapped students 1t 23 4 sl o 1 v
!
C. Restrooms, dressing rocas, safety '
directions & charts sre cleacly
sacked ins (rate each one)
(1) English only 1 23 4 5 0 1
) (2) Internstionsl symbols 1023 408 0 1
(3) Tacjet language(s) only 1 23 4 54t 0 13
[}
(4) English & target language(s) 1 23 4 stv @ 1
vi. Iagtructionas} Resout
standard:
1. Instructional resources ate used to l\_r’ VE _ 30TH _ NONE
aget program otjectives 1 2 .3 []
Cxiu:tn.‘: ONLY

A. The progras has tha following in-
structionsl cesources to attain
program objectives. (fate all I
tesources)

(1) Tools and equipment

-
*
—
-
w
T ——
o
-

(2) vocational ingtructionai ma-
terials ins (rste ail) i

(s) English only 1 2 3 ¢ 5

(d) 1ish 6 target lan-
(s) 123 4 5

o
—

{e) get. language(s) only 1 23 4 5

.- —
o
—

. (4) . Components of English ¢
target language needed fot
occupation (i.4., bilingu~ i
al secretary) 123 4 5 [} i

El{llc . ' ‘)82
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VI. Insttuctional Resources (cont'd)

ONLY
SA A U o sol' Bomw  awve
{3) English as a second language
matecials for the occupa- '
tional acee 1 23 4 8§ 0 1
(4) Consumable supplies 1 2 3 4 8 0 1
(3)  Related Resources {pquip-
ment, livestock, human
v subjects, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 0 1
{6) Audic visual materials 123 4 s 0 1
(7) Othec (specity) 1 23 4 8 0 1
8. Tools and equipment in this program
are sinilar to thoss used in pusi-
ness and induscry. - 1 2 3 4 8 0 3
€. Tools and equipment have the nec-
- esSaLy safsty devices. 1 2 3 4 8 0 1
D. If tools and equipment break, ger~
vice is aveilable to repair them. 1 2 3 4 s 0 1
E. Wocn, bdrokes or gutdated tools end
- oquipment are replaced 1 23 4 5 0 1
P. Instructional materials in thig pro~
gcam ase nondiscriminatory in content
toward: (zate all)
(1) Males ’ 1 3 3 4 8 0 1
(2) Pemales 1 23 48 0 1
(J) Races 1 2 3 4 8 0 1
(4) Handicapped 1 23 45 0 1 i
o
R (3) Ethnic groups 1 2 3 4 8 0 1
(G) Lisiced Bnglish Speaking 1 23 48 0 1

REMINDER: Please snawer these items for the dstermination of the standards
and cxiteria, vhich when met, will result in effective BVE
prograns. .

erlc a 283
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VII. Recruitaent

Standard:

1. The program provides an active fecruit- SVE VE  BOTH  NONE
aent program for students, 1 2 3

Criteria:
ONLY
SA_ A U D SDJ] BCTS BVE

‘ A. Orientation sessions are held to
nquu'lt students with the progran.

(1) Multilingual staff participate
in recruitment progras 1 23 4 S 0 1

B. Printed information is provided
to acquaint students with the
program

(1) Printed material s provided
in:  (rate all)

. (8) Bnglish Ol'_lly 1 2 3 4 8 0 1 '
(b} Target language(s) only 1 2 3 4 S 0

(e) English & target lan-
quage(s) . 1 2 3 4 8 0 1

C. Community resources that are used
to provide information to pros-
pestive students

(1) The community resourzCes that
are used: (rate all)

(a) Radio & TV .

. 8.1 Enqlish only mro- N
’ gramg 1 2 3 ¢ 8 0

s

a.2 Target language
prograa(s) 12 3 4 8 0 1

. 8.3 Both English and




. . .4
: 4 231
»
o u .
R G L ' .
_J' ~ \ ‘ 4
VI1. Recruitment (come'd) 7 oNLY | "
‘ . SA A U D SD BOTH BVE : N
> [{ Newspapers . - -
. b.l English language - :
T . only 1 2 3 4.5 6. 1
"\ b.2 Target ilmw(') * > *
enl , 1 23 4°5 0 1.
¢ T ‘
b.3 Both Znglish and ‘
- taggetr lanquage(s) 1 2 3 §, 5 0 i R
{e) Social Orgmmizations ‘ - e ’
c.1 social services : . .
= sencies 1 2 3 ¢ 5. o , 1 . , -
c.2 Fthnic Cluos . 1 2 3 4 S 0 1 - .
} I ’ Q
»
D. All students ate encouraged to en~
ter the program: (rate all) .
6 (1) Nale 1 234 s o 1
{(2) Pesale 1 2 3 4 S -0 1 1
« 7
. {(3) PFrom ethnic groups living '
in the acea 1 2 3 ¢ S 0 1
(4) Pros races living in the
. ares 1 2 3 4 S 1] 1
(5) Limited English Speak-
ing 1 2 3 4 S 0 1
{6) Hendicapped 1 2 k S 0 1
VIII. Admigsjons AN :
Standacds . .
\ 1. Mnissions procedures for the progras BVE _VE BOTH _NONE
are operational 1 2 3 4
[
k! .
. .
: \
-
\

o ' DS W B
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VIII.. Adrissions (con%’d) - . ' ’
. B -
. Criteria: ' B T,
. R . [ ONLY
. sA At p so ) aom  w
. - . A. > AcadeniC prerequisites ‘are speci- '
fied for students in: (rate all)
) ’ )
v - (1) €tnglish only . 1 2 3 405 4] X .
' (2 Targe: lanjudce Fpiis scme ) e
Inglisn snowlieaje 1 2 _3 4 S Q s R
. -
. B (3) =nolish flus sore «ncwleage
s . of tavc -~ langiage - 1 2 3 & 3 e - : n_
~ : .
: (&; Targe .aage(s; ohly 1 22 & 5 ] 1 ,
. 1 4
($' tnglisn  ° target lan-
j-2q@t3, 1 2 3 & 5 Q i
’ 1 : '
: ¢ . 3., Students enro!’ed 1n the prograa
are at gropet rirade lavel as %
specified in tne Course .ode Cie . 1 o
- cectery-?upiic Schools 1980-81 1 2 3 ¢ 5 0 1 .
N ¢. The admission procedures are de- 1 . .
. veloped by: (rate all)
L % ’
. (1) Adrunisttators 1 23 6§ o 1 o
Y {2) Counselors 1 2 3 4§ 0 1 ’
o (3} Teachers . 1.2 3 &8 °o. 1 - ~
(4) School support pecsonael . 203 4 s ()} 1 . o
. 4
» .
. (€} Parents . 12 3 ¢ ¢ ) 0 1
{6, CoTmun.iy represencatives 12 3 4 5 6 _ i
\ {7) Other (specify) 1 2 31 & S 0 1
. D. Teacher(s) assist in the sglection -
) ) " of stude.ts who enter the program. 1 2 1 4 L) ¢ 1 .
L
. v ' N .
’ N
, ¢ : : . ]

E o 286 , B :




{AFulToxt Provided by ERIC

Aadmizsions ‘con’%)

i. The criteria used for student
“admission 1ntd the “Work Ex~
perience® projrak are: (rate
ail) . P

(1) Truancy prc;t;_lu

L (2) Need vork in ordec to con~

tiaue Sduca:xon . .
(3) Deprived econoqically
-“’. Negative attitude toward:’
T ) erk
{b)}* school’
{e) society

(5) 2oor, self-concept .

N

. (6). Al'ie_muon

/
(n .Dinﬂpunc probiea

(8) Half-day perfornmer (limited
° attention span)

(9 'Ovor—aqo ingrade
r'd
-{10) Not relating to classwork
{11) iLack.of interset
b

'(12)  Jdther ‘.lvc'ity)

P.. Teachers work witn Studoﬁ.t Ser+
‘vice personnel to provide stydents
‘with information about occupations

a. Stuecntl service personnel help
develop flexible schedules to neet
special needs of *wWorx ‘Experience”
students .

-

- L
AN
'\
’.
) . ONLY _
SA A U O SD. | '=orM 3BvE
» t
‘. ]
1234 5 oo Y
' ! )
2 3 4 S ¢ L
g
1 23 &4 S 0 i
.5 ,.9
xz:as"u b
12 e & 0 -
‘102 3 4 ¢ 0 1
12 3 4 S 0 ]
1 2 3 4 .5 |t~0 1
1.2 3 4 s -0, 1
‘Q
1 2 3 4 5 b] :
1234 s.itoo 1
12 3 % ‘sl o 1
.
123 4 5 il o 1
1 2 3 4 § 0 :
[}
0] 1 1
12 3 4 S 1o 1
12345]10 1
‘ -
»

233 .
L4
1
. L4
-
-I
N ]
»
'
-
A
.
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“
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.
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Class Enccllment

Standard:

1. Classroom enrollment is linited to
permit studdnts o atrdin the pro~

o
gram objéceives. -

Criteria:

*he enrollment is cestricted r.ﬁ
rovide studefits wit! the oppore
tunity to obtain pre jram obje~-
tives
s

instr.ction =

Standasd: .
= -
1 Instructidn i{p organized in order
%0 agsist students ix m:xgg pto-
Jram odlectives.

Ceatecia: ’
- B

A. The methods of instruction that ™
nay be used :in order for students
to neet program objectives arce:
(rate all.wethods)

Specific period of time is
allocated to each course ot
unit and students are expect-
od to magter the materisl
within the cime period.

(time based)

(2) Instruction is varied to ac-
cormodate irdividuai .earning
. styie of studgnts. (i1ndividu-
-.alized instructigp) ~
(3) Stidents progress at their
own rate thrdugh a series of
tasks. (cc-pcur.cy-baud’)

- .\ ‘
.
N l
L] ’ o
BVE VE L BOTH  NCNE
1 2 3 i
¢ ONLY
SA A J D' S ECTH BVE®
i
I .
TR
1 T3 o4 s [ Y
aVE iy BOTH NONE
i 2 3 ‘.
., owwy
SA_A_ U .D Sp 2ciW 3wk
> L ]
i
;‘ ]
1234 5 Lo 1
!
}
' i
]
1 23 4,¢% 0 b
’ ~
1 23 4 5 - "1
A Y
+
L
I -
‘h ..
~ 1]
b .
» L]
{

234
.
i -
. o
-
:
.
- ]
y " -
. .
\ .
- \.
.
, .
- (.
. ’~
.
.
.
¢ .
L]
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, -
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.
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v -
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2 s g -2 ' o b
. X. Instsuozticn ‘(cont'g)
. ' L] .
’
. .

Ty

i . * eA A w2 3cH sori BVE ’
B. " The ignguage(a) that may De used 1n \ , )
the instruction ot‘ gtudents age: ) . '
. (cate all) . * :
. 3 -
s (1) _English only” - 1 2 3 4 S 0 : : . .
. n .
’ (2), Target langGage:s) caly’ 1230408 0 : . ‘
* ? . (3) Znglish & target language(s) 1.2 3 4.3 9 X .
v . . N\ * - 1 [N
i - -
. ‘ ' ;ﬂ * . EY { -
, . S. The andtsodtional staff-may oe ., . ‘} : ' .
omposédd Of: (rate all) - !
compo . o - :
. d 3
L - » (1) vocational instruccor whd . e .
. _ speaks odly English - 4 23 & 5 ] 1 . -
t » 19) vocaticnal instrucybr who 3peaks “ .
: : Englmh & targe ~Yanguagels) i1 2 ? & 5 ! c i . -
. ., -’ H - .
P (3) vocaticnal ias:ructor
. . : who apeaks English only & & para-
p:qtnnon.L who speaxs £nglish . . . {
. ¥ tafget language(s) il 34 5 0 1
. 1 -
< {4) vocational iastructor b 3 para- -
: professignal who speak English >
. ¢ taggét langLages) + 1 she s 0 : )
. . {5) Vocational instructor who speaks :
» - v gnglish &, _tarcet hnqun%c(l) . 8
o pataprofeasio.s] spesking Eng- , . -
. iiah only - 12 3 4 8 0 1
hd i
. e . 9. The evaluatich methodologies that may .
. 3 . be use for -the jrogram afe:” (rate aill p - ' |
. (1) A-student's perforrance 18 compared
‘ with TRAL.Gf other sc.cenis .
N > (non-ul’uncu) .1 23 & s o 1 ¢
- . . +
s .
(2) A student's performance 1§ coa= -
\ \ red with & predeterzined scan- - Lt .
* ;:d (eziterion ceference) 102 3 48 o 1 -
N » ’
. . {(3) A pretest/posttast is given to ) )
deternine individual gtudent . .
\ schiovemsat 1 2 3 4 9 ] 1
L] . ’
. . . . <
~—
) ' ) _
. . . . - . .
. > / * [
\ . ’ . ' )
# o o "
\) ‘ e ’ , »
ERIC ‘ y




* X. Instruction (coat'd)

- . ONLY
) sa n v § spy som svE
. E. Student organization activities -
are 15cluded in the progras's ;
. {nstructional camponent. i 23 475 0 1
* P. The vocational student organ-
o izations dte suppoctea oy
budgeted school funds. s o+ 3 ’l L) )] hY
i . . v
G.° Choperative or on-the=3oo 1in- .
struction 18 3rovided for all
) students when needed. .12 3 4 5 0 1

- 1
REMIUDER: 2iaase answer tnese items Tor the cetermirngtion of the stan-
s, dards and cri*:7ia needed fors.an effactive IVE progras.
.

he ’

N R XI. Student Job Placgment

- Standace: \
2. ‘Placemant services .are provjded o BVE /¢ _BOTH  MONZ
* fogram completers and/or leavers 172 k) 4
T enateria: : - . J ¢
* oNLY
) - SA_A U D SD|l 3OTH 3VE
A. The placement of students 1s the l B
i responsibility of: ~ (rste all) 7 .
{1) vocational instructor 1 23 f .5 0 1
{2) COopcnt.iv- education 17~
'S stfuctor R 1 23 4 5 o <
* {3) Guidance counsslot 1 2 3 4 5 0 1
- : ' )
(4) Occupational specialist .
(high scnool salyl 1,2 1 4 5] g z
- ]
— () Student - 1 2 2 4 8] 9 L.
) i
o . (6) Dpirector 1 23 48 l o 1
{7) Other (specify) 1 2 3 48 ¢ :
f - '
-4 .
’
‘i ‘ ’ .

P
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< X%, Student Placement (cont'd) .
* . . : ONLY
. . 3 S5A A u D sp|' BOTH BVE
8. The placerent pf students who s
. . complete or leave the program 1is :
further assisted by the follow- ]
. , 1ng agencies: {rat~ all) |
“t - ~
(1) Florida State Employment
s . Services *1.02 3k 5 & l
I ‘ ) [ .
{2) AMdvispry Committee menmbers 1 2 3 4 5 0 i
: (3) Potential cmployers in bus- i
iness, and indJetry 1 2 3 4 5 H 1] 1
" 14) ECthnic grcup crganizations *1 I 3 4 5 0 17
.,/ \ (5) Others (specity) - 1 2 3 4 sfi 9 1
€. Aid for placement :s provided for c '
% - Program ieavers and completers -
(D Aid is prov:ded for: (rate
all)
) (a) Males : 1 2 3 4 ¢ o .1
(b  Fenales - 1,2 3 4 5 6 .1
() Member minority ethaic T
. group 1 2 34 5 0 1
(d) Minofity race memcer 1«2 3.4 8§ 0 1
T . {e) - Limined *English zpesking 1 2 3 4 § 0,1
£ .
- . (£f) aancicapped - 1 293 4 3 ] 1
' - . .
D. Organized expox)mip in the labor ) e
narket 1s provided to meet program Y,
! opjectives (Work Exper.ience Pro- s )
granm) .
\1) Patent and erployer traiming . :
agreements are avajilable for
each student ¢ 1 23 4 5 & 0 1
: i
(2) All }:‘mn_u in prograg work 1 2 3 4 5 '} O 1
E [
' (3) The program aperages in ace
cordance with state & federal
. lacor laws 1. 2 3 4 6 Y1v0 1
- - -
. t
- . . 1Y s
1 . . Tead
.o . R91 :
. _J "o
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XI.

hd 8
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Student Job Placement (cont’d) l
B . ‘' ONLY
sA_A 4 0 splt eumi_ BvE
:4) S5Stusent asz3i1gnments to \ .
employment stations are ! ‘
. without bias.towards:
i (Work Experience Progrtam) l
(a) male © 123 4 slboa
(b} female 1 2 3 4 5 l 0 1
. (e ethnic group . 103 4 5*{ 0 1
o - RN
(3) race 1 2 3 4 5H 0 1
.{e) limited E‘nqhsh speak— - l.
ing ability 1 2 3~-4 5 | 0 1
{f) other (specifyl, 1234 5! 0.2
. . "t
(3) S+wudent progress folders are 1
availaole to placement staff 1 2 3 4 5 ii 0 1
§6) Student placement folders are |
available to placegent staff 1 2 3 § 5 ' [} i
. .
Student Follow-up
Standard: ,
l. Data from follow-up studies are used BVE VE BOTH _ NONE
to make decisions regarding curricu-
lum and program revi:sion : 1 2 _"3 ]
Crirhria: . ) - ONLY
- ) L SA_A U D SO | BCTH BVE
A. Students are inforfed of the im~ - :
portance of tollew-ug siudies 1 2 3 4 .5 i 1
3. Students are informed of follow- FR
3 srocedures 1 2 3 4 5 0 1
’ . .
<. ﬁachﬂs/instructou teceive place—
mént & follow-up 1nformation each L
year for the purpose of: (rate all) .
~
{1} Making orogram changes 1 3 4+ 8 0 1
(2) Sharing with school/college -
- administrators 1 2 3 4 5§ o 1
’
‘ | 4
. 4
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Student Foliow-up (cont'd)
. ‘f . . ONLY
: ' SA_A U 5 spil BotH svE
(3) Shacing with Board of . : ‘
Trustees (C.C. Lavel
only) 1 2 3 si. o 1
(4) Sharing with Advisory i!
Committee 1 2 H '; 0 1
'I A
{S) Sharing with students cur- i
© rently enrolled in the h
program . 1 2 S j c i
. i
C. Teachers assist in contacting ‘1
% former students } 2 2 sl o 1
AdTinistrators and Superv.sors .
Standacd:
. ' -
Adminyctrarnrs ard/ar quperviaces pfae o BVP VF A o NCN T
7ide assiftance 1n program main- o
tenance and i\mprovement. , 1 2 3 4
. i .
Triteria: R
~ ¥ QNLY
. SA A U SD || BOTH BVE
A. The administrators and/or supet-
visors who provige the assistance - !
are: (rate all) . * .
. (1) Dean of Instruction (C.C. " N
only) N} 1 2 3 S 0 -
{2) DearvDirector oi Occupation- . .
= al Education (C.C.only) PO A | -] 9 1
{3} Prdgram lLeader {C.C.only) " 1 2 3 5 ] 1
(4} _local Digector of VE
{high scnool only) 1 2 5 bl 1
5 County level Vocational : )
Supervisor (high school
only) 1 2 s li~e0 ?
. ' ’ i
(6) School Pranicpal or Dir- i
ector (high school only) 1 2 s It 0 1
i
. (7). Other (specify)a 1 23 -] [ 1 .
h Y
1 s -
i ’
-
. <
. 293 \
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‘ 240 .
7
2° , L
Staff Improvement - »
Sll:.andard: ’
1. The opportunity for proiessional + BVE VE  BOTH  NONE
isprovement 1s pravided iMaccpr- .
dance with staff needs N 1 2 3 4
Crateria: -
;o ONLY
4 SA_ A U 3 SD|- POTH BVE
h. The staff development needs
of those responsible for
the program are assessed in 4
the* following areas: (rate all)
(1) Cuitural understanding .1 2 3 4 S 0 1
{2) Vocational update 1 2 3 4 5 0 1
13) Pofeign language skills 1 2 3.4 5 ¢ 1
(4) English language skilld 1 2 3 4 5 0v. 1 ’
. . r
* ’
(5) Other (specify) +~ 1 2 3 4 5 0 1
B. #&ngervice. staff development .
workshops are provided 12 3 4 S 0 1
C. Ingervice administrative de- : 1
velopnent workshops are
provided 1 2 3 4 5 ] 1 '
D. Local funds aré provided for
travel to seif-ddvelopment, "
activities” 1 2 3 4 8 [4 1
R .
s
~-Additional Contents are welcome: N
- -3 .
]
‘ -
3 : -~ [
- '
-
-
. 294 , ;
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EVALUATION CF BVE/VESL PROGRAM REVIEW CONPONENT 241

.
H

B 2 -
DIRECTIONS: . regponse that most nearly represents ycur feelirgs aa to tre

appropriateness cf the standard and its criterion for evaluating tre effectiveness of
BVE/VESL rrogrars in the state of Florida. Mare any additional comments in the space
provided or at tne end of this instrument. The Standara/Criteria :3 appropriete for:

*Both) - Not
{1l BVE » VESL _2 4aE only J__VESL only ' _4__ hppropriste Comments
-~
A_ Acceptable met M Minimally met, needs impzovement N Not met
- M . » . et ,
Standard 1. o
—-—‘ e —————————————
t -
A Y
* v
4
» - '
¢ - i ‘ °
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) E
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_ 4
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N e
A -
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Caollege ot Education " The Flonda Stare Umversity ' ) .
Department of Educat.onal Tallahassce, Florida 32306 - . ] . .,
. Leadership
»\duoi\ E¢uzaton * 250
Hisver Lducariom . .
l' Folucationad Adomiiratn ot
\‘v' Vs H‘.NALJ (v R TTY)
- '
* . -
' . ' .J
LY
\ o
I ’ - \ +
| e .
- i )
P r
s ‘ . <
- " .. / - : ~ ' (( .
As per our conversatian on March , 1981, I ‘am enclosing & copy »

.of the field ‘test of the Self-Study Program §eview formg for programs

with Limited nnglxsh Proficiencyy (LEP) students. These are pfbgrams -
_identified as Bilingua) Vocational (BV), Vocational English as a X .
Second Language (VESL) with traditional Vocational Education (VE) and °
traditional Mocational Education w1th LEP students .and no VESL

component. ) o

[ \ -

Please compiete the enclosed program review form-for yopr program(s)
and return it -to me on March. _, 1981, when I will be in yoy schoeol to
conduct the on-gtte segment of the program review. M you #ave any
additions, deletions, or modifications please write them on the form.
When we meet for the on-sitg segment of this.study, 1 would appreciate

> the ogportunity "to discuss your recommendations and/or suggestions for
the tdevelopment of an efficiznt VE program review instrument for programs

~

with LEP students. oy ]
; + e
5l I ‘look forward to seeing you in the flear /future. Again,kkgipk you
% for your cooperation and support. . ) ~ .
Sincerely’ .
) - 4 13 -

© /iks a \




l .., . i v b H ) - .
The Flor.da Stag Lmversnv \ '

College ot Educat.on

Department of hdur.\nomn . Taﬂalus&.e Flonda .)2306 : { . o )
Leadership ’ '

Vocational Education |’ ; . : . . 251 _—

206 South Woodward . . ‘ . ‘ X

(9u4) 644-6298 A : ' :

N UL I v

-
o

Your program has been selected to be a field test site for the develop-
l ment of a’ component to the Vocational Educatz.on Program Review for the state
of Flerxda#and permission obtgined from your administrator

. This component will be for vo anonal and related programs- with Limited
I English Speaking (LES) studentw For the success of thrs prOJect your coop-‘
eration is most importa In ant1c1pat1ng your wlllmgness to cooperate
I have enclosed a copy/c:fr}e Seif-Evaluation form intended for the -
l administrators/imstructors of tnese programs. - . T

l »

-— % N

Please .complete the enclosed form for your program, and return it to -
me on March 1981, when I will be at your school to conduct or schedule‘ .

l\ ' the op-site groqt «rbview. If you have any additions, deletions, or
. suggestions please Write them on the farm. When we meet for the on-site
o~ conference, I would like to discuss your recommendations and/or suggesti -
l for improving the canponent. ‘ . v
. 1\ "
) , 1 lgck forward to your cooperation. . ; T
l . ) Sincerely,
: . : : N
I L
‘ ’ : ‘ Mary A. Marangos - C
Y <2
| . , Vo Résedtch Assistant
/jks . )
P . |
- !
> - . |
) |
.‘ - -




A FIELD TEST C -

. IN FLORIDA FOR BILINGUAL VOCATIONAL PROG
VOCATIONAL ENGLISH AS A SECONDQLANGUAGE PROGRAMS, AND
. ' ’

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRA!S WITH LIMITED ENGLISH
’ . 4

s PROFICIENCY STUDENTS

F.S.U. Vocapionai Education Study

Document No. ‘4 .
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WHAT 1S THE VOCATIONAL EDUCATICN INSTRUCTICﬁML;PROGaNW REVIEW? - 1

l'f'- - In the present se, the researcner is adapting program review pré-

cedures to progr¥ms with Limited Bnglish Proficient (LEP, students
l- enctolled. Thus, no staf{f will bejinvol'ved 1n this review. The influr | "y
: ’ of LEP students 1nto thgéhQ;Catxc al system of Florida has presented :

a new dimengion to vocational education. The neceds, of the LEP.stu-
l ‘+ dents are an .dertain aspects greater than those of the English speaking
- students.” The state of Florida, in order to meet the needs of alil 1ts

student, has authorized the reexamination of the vocational program E -

- ¥, review instrument. . oo ‘

AN

The following pages contain a program review instfument designed.to

~ determine whether or not the needs of the LEP students are being met

" . in vocatiqnal programs that they are enrolled in. The researcher
is,:equesting that you, as an instructor of LEP stydents, complete the
instrument for your\:gggram. In addéition, please make any additions,

deletions, or modif Iw#kilons you feel necessary. > .
°® . . . -
- L Y
e In.xcs usual form, program review is a joint evaluation of individual
'vocational education présrams by instructors, school administrators,
. and regional program corigultants. The purposes of such a review are
, directed .toward insuring -that vocational instruction: (1) meets the . -
¢

needd,~1nterests, and'abilities of students; (2) satisfieg the reguire~
ments of the occupation nr occunational field in which the training

. ' is given; and (3) meets the reguirements set for it by the state Board
of Education for the operation of vocgtional education programs.

. WHY ARE THE REVIEWS OF VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS CONDUCTED? .

The primary purpose of pcogram review is program improvement.” Pe-
riodic.evaluatisfh is an excéllent means of assuring that corrective

" ‘action \is taken as problems' arise. In addition, there is the contin-
ued emphasis throughout the educational commenity on accountability.
The Florida State Plan for the Administration of vocational™Education
under the Vocational Amendments of 1976 contains' prcvisions for pro-,
gram evaluation. . The program review process is a standardized

. procedurs designed to meet the needs and requirements of local, state, M
-// and federal agencies. [N -~ .
HOW WILL THE PROGRAM REVIEW FIELD TEST WORK? )

> fThe researcher will provide the local Bilingual Vocational Education
(BVE), Vocational English as a Second Language (VESL), Vocational
Education (VE) educational agency with program self-study forms.
 These forms list the standards whjch will be verified by the researcher
. during a later on-site visit. A®leview form will be completeg by
the BVE/VESL/VE staff. The field test self-study Yorm is designed to
assist the researcher in developing the final version of tne BVE/VESL/
VE Program Review Component for programs with LEP students in the state
of Florida Vocational E¢ucation Program Peview.

M
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HOW WILL THE PROGRAM REVIEW FIELD TEST BE EVALUATED?

The BVE/VESL/VE :taff who respond to the program self-evaluation wil} e
also review the contents of the instrument for its validity 1in eval-
uating BVE/VESL/VE programs with LES students in the state of Florida.
{That portion of the study will provide the participants with the oppors
to make.additions, deletions, and modifications to the standards '
» and criteria previously identified,

o

ON-SITE VISIT | - - _ - <

-

After the self-study forms are completed the researcher will make a
scheduled visit to the educational agency to conduct a verification
‘of the self-study review with teachers involved in tne particular
programs. . ( "

The majQr aims of the on-site visit are to determine the extent to
which the report reflects actual conditions in the institution, and
to supplement the self-study report with additional data and
documentation. i C

s r

Points covered by consultants include:)

1. obtain rationale for -recorded answers
2. Review evidence .
3.” Allow opportunities for.additions and/or revisions
4. Assess quality abowe—dnd beyond what is recorded on the
. self-study form g o ;
, 5. Relate findings to teachers in a developmental and
constructive way

Working from self-study forms and in direct conkultation with the
teacher{s) involved, the researcher will complete the working copy
of the BVE/VSEL/VE program. . ‘

’

. -

After completion of the on-site visit, and exit conference will be

conducted with the agency head and participating staff to discuss

tqf results of the review.
-t . .

4

The major aims of the exft conference are to: . -

1.. Determine the validity of the identified standards and cri- v~
teria for BVE and/or VESL/VE programs with LEP students in )
the state of Florida; . v

2. Determine discrepancies in the interpretationof the standards
and criteria by the instructors and/or researcher.. ¥

3. ' Determine if the program review instrument and data reviewed
provide some assurance that the program is or is not effective.

4. Review sugjested modifications, additions, and deletions with

staff, All responses, including suggested changes, will have N
been summatized.wish those of others who responded. Thus, .the
individual respopdents will remain anénymous. N

) , _,,,W%A’ i"_igigléi
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POST‘VISIT ACTIVITIES ' : . ]

‘.
An oral report of tne brogram review ﬁzndxﬂas may oe Tacd

e

educAtional agency if sach a report is requested Ty
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neqctiations.

WPO~IS’RESPCNSIBLE.FOR TﬁE VARICUS PHASES THE PROGRAM REVIEW °ROC~°SO ' f-
'Phase I - Program Self-study ‘

Researcher ‘ ?%ﬁgdéntdfy institutions a:? programs to be reviewed

© Submit plan anﬁ-timeline for acC®cmplishing gcals

" 0 Arrange and conducé a planning conference with edu-
cationai agency adminjstration to determine the
schedule for on-site visits and the establishment of
reporting procedures

e

o Conduc* orientation for educational agerncy staff and
providd’in-service'trainipg on the use of instruments
if requested by the head of the agency

, Y

“ tccal Educaticnal o Plan atd conduct self-study program review and return
Agancy . . coﬁb’eted self-study forms to tesearcher

S T N T T,

_ Researcher o Review the completed self-study forms and other data
relating to tke program following on-site vigits

: r : .o
pPhase II -On Site Visit 2

Local Agency o Make all necessary local arrangements for on-site visits
Researcher . o Conduct an effective on-gife verification of the
self-study revxew .

T Bl'{éw vILL THE FIELD TEST OF THE BVE/ ESI/VE PROGRAM QEVIEW INFORMATICN -
U .

. , o The data willbe analyzed to Jetermine the validity of the
- ingtrument in determining if effective education is being

provided to the LEP students enrolled
o The data will be reviewed to determine the reliability of
the interpretation of the standards and criteria by participantg |
o %
. 0 The data will ptov}de the information necessary for developing
. the final version of the .BVE/ ESL/VE Program Reufew Component
for programs with LEP students for the~Vgcational Education
P-ogram Review for the state of Florida '

N\
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SUGGESTED, EVIDENC rOR STANDARDS ~ REFER T0 NLMBERED ITEMS IN SELF-
STUDY INSTRUMENT FOR OCCUPATXONAL AND COPMUNITY COLLEGE PROFICIFNCY" X
-~ PROGRAMS .
. ” 4
Standard 1 o Written, -program ob]ectlves ' . ) .. v
‘ o DOE Program description’ ’
o Course des¢ription
O Written course descrxptlon that is proylded to

students and parents

Standard 2 o, Written program objectives ‘
o Cg!i of funding source standard specifications . -
se description ~
0 Written course”descrlptlon that 1s provided to

students and parents C
(a) English ) ’ -
(b) Tarth‘language(s)

v

Standard 3 o Course outline for syllabi )
- o Defined performance outcomes ) .
o School procedure for modification of performance outcomes
] ’ o Criterion-referenced measures for each defined performance
' outcome
o Task analysis(es) of occupation(s) for which the program '

is designed

o Cidrriculum guides

o Textbooks and other resou.ce materxals (English and/ot
Target Language(s)

o Manpowep studies -

6 Dictionary of Occupational Tltl”" )

Stan?ard 4 o List of advieory_committee member (by_occupational o

position, by race, by nationality, by language groups)

o Schedule of advisory ccmmittee meetings
o Minutes of advisory committee meetings
Standard 5 "o Teacher's Certificate
~ o Special permit
o Copy of letter specifying approval of school board
o Direct observation in classroom
o On-site observation |

‘standard 6 )

: * o DOE Design Criteria for New Facilities (State Board of
Education ‘Administrative Rules)

o Electrical outlets

o Plumbing services




Standard 7

@ ¢

Standard

. \gtandard 9
[}

Stand;rd 10

Standard 11

‘On-site observation . RN
Plan for equipment zeplacemernt

Tools and equipment inventory

Department budget é

On-site observation of available materials and consum-
able supplies . ‘ .

0O 00O00O0

Brochures (if available) (English, target language(s))
Program handbook (English, target ldnquaqe)

Empioyment lnformatxon related to business and

industry

Interest batteries (Bnglxsh, :arqet language)

Aptitude tests (English, target language) .
Achievement tests Enqlxsh language) , . I
Interview with student servxce personnel

Interwiew with selected students (LEP) -
Written justification.for those students not at
appropriate grade level -

Wriiten crxterxa for admxssxon into class (if any exxsts) o

000

000O0O0O

(o]

Wwritten critéria for- admission into program/course
Brochure (if available) (English, target languagé(s))
Erogram handbook (Emglish, target language(s))
Interview~with student services personnel '

Number and percentage of male and female students

Number and percentage of students enrolled, by race,

by nationality, and language group / ~

0O0OO0OO0OO0O

Student goals and surveys
College catalog

o0

- 0 Nymber and percentage of persons in non-traditional

fields 2
o Career resource ceriter .
o Career education program and materxal

Class enrollments

Laboratory size and equipment (on—srte observation)
Clpss schedule .
Instructor schedule ] ;

o Defined performance outcomes for each orogram or course

o Criterion-referenced meagures for each_defxned perfor-

/ mance outcome i .
Topical outlines ’ . ’
Skill charts (English, target language)

Student profiles
Evaluation reports
Vocational student organization membershxp rostet and
rogram of activities N
o Cooperative or.on-the-job placement records

00000

) [}




.Standard 12

' Standard 13

. Standazd 14

* .

School policies and procedures for placement
Placement records
Interviews with placement personnel-

Copies of follow-up studies-or placement records
Written recommendations for curricular or program

change based on analysis student follow-up data o3

Reports submitted to Board: of Trustees
Examples of revised course ouslines
Minutes of curc¢iculum committee

Interviews with instructors
Interviews with administrative and supervisory personnel

'staff developrent surveys (with special needs compenent

for LEP teachers, cultural, languages, etc.) .
Instructor's 1nd1v1dual plan for stsff development
In-service components

College staff and program development plan and report

St GLOSSARY OF TERMS®

I » ' Standard 15

Advanced Placement - Acceptance of a student in a program at a higher
level than usually assumed by entering students

N . Articulation - The relationship of an instrhdctional program at one
" level to similar or related programs at another level

3ilingual Vocatieonal Education (BVE) - BVE programs are designed to
provide students with skills and knowledge of English necessary for
entry level enployment in the occupational area of instruction.
The 13nguages of communization in the BVE program are ENGLISH and .
the DOMINANT LANGUAGE of the studentk in attendance.

CCD (Course Code Directory{ Code - The number code corresponding to
programs and/or course offered in specific area or fields as’

CompetancCy - The atility (including knowledge, skills, and/or attitudes)
to perform 2 specific task or duty successfully

Coordinati.g Council - A group organized to‘review total vocational
education, adult general education, and community instructional
‘sert¥ices programs within the vocational planning district (region)
to make needed offerings and prevention bf unwarranted duplication

-

Criteria - Standards by which decisions can be made

l outlined in the 1980~-81 Course Codé Dire tory .

Craterion-Referenced Measure - A measurement device based on merformance
objectives which evaluates learners on the basis of-ability to
' complete a task in a given situation according to a pre-set standard.

. 312
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~
Discseminakion - e productxon, delivery, and Jdistributicn of products
to 1dent1;1ed target groups

Emplovability Skills - Human relation s:ills required to cbtain and
keep a job )

Entry Level Knowledge - The minimum knowledge required to function
effectxvely in initial employment
v- o
Evidences - A basis for supporting 05 proving response

Fundamental Occupational Proficiency Course - Instructiom in
, competencies common tow-a cluster of occupations ‘for the pur-
pose of developing skills, knowledge, and attitudes for advancement
into the next level of an occupational proficiency program
Instructional Program Desbr'
a descriptive‘analysi

{ons Bulletin - An inventory contairing
vocatxonfl programs offered in Florida

Integral - A term which % tifies some element or part as essential for
completeness ’

Laboratory - A facility designed to provide instruction in the use of
tools and equipment in an gfcupation :

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) - Ore who has difficulty in under-
standing, speaking, red&ing,.o: writing the English lgnguage

Manipulative Skills - Prof1c1enc$ in handlan and operating tools or
machines, and in de51gn1ng, shapxng, forming, or fabrxcatxng )
various objects

upa*xonal Proficiency Program - Same as occupational frepara ory
described below . g

Occupational Preparatory Program -~ A GQMQetency-based program of '
t 1nstructlion specifically designed to prepare a person for employ-
ment in an occupation or cluster of closely reiated occupations in
the occupational fields of Agri-business and Natural Rescurces
~ducation, Business and Office Edcation, Distributive Education,
Home Economics and Industrial Education. .
td

Performance Objective - A statement of wnat the learner must do in'

observable and measurable terms (same as behavioral objective)

Pre-Vocational Program - A program of instructicr. designed to provide
orientacion to and exploration of experierices with the kinds and
levels of work in a broad range of occupaticns



AL

Program Area - The vocational area 'in which ifistriction takes place)‘such
as Agriculture, Home Economics, etc. When completing the form, 452

the following official abbreviations. . .
]
AG - hgricul;ure ' . " HL - Health »
BU - Business$ ' IA -- pdusirial Arts
CH - Consumer & Homemaking IN - IndustrialrEducation
DE - Distributive Education , PS - Public Service

DO - Diversified Occupations SP - Special Programs -’
EG - Home Economics - Gainful .

Sequence ~ The arrangement of instruction in a consistent and logical
manner .

Service Area - See Program Area -

standard - A conditidn set as a measure or basis for compar ison\_

Supplemental Program - A prodram for persons currently employed who
need training in order to update, or upgrade skills to achieve
stah1lity, or advancement in current job position .

Target Population - The group(s) who are beigg servedyby the program

'y Sy

Task Analysis - A list of operations and procedures performed by work-
ers in a gpecific occupation; may include materials and equipment
utilized on the job ! . P

4

Yocational Planning District (Region) - A geographic area that encom-
passes the boundaries of a community college district and all
public school districts contained therein. ~

(Units of Instruction - A subdivision of a progtam curriculum arranged
and developed in various lesson plan groups

Vocational English as a Second Language (VESL) - Instruction in English
necessary for the occupational area

Q
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM REVIEW '
. C~CJPATIONAL PROFICIENCY AND COMMUNITY COLLEGE ~
' FIELD TEST
\
- DATE OF REVIEW , ; ADMINISTRATOR"S SIGNATURE
. / 2
SCHOOL DIgTRICT PERSON COMPLETING SELPF=-STUDY ‘.

SCHOOL

.

. 7 o
NF_’MBER OF LIMTTED ENGLISH SPEAKING STUDENTS ENROLLED IN THIS szm

L

LANGUAGE (S) SFPOKEN BY LIMITED ENGLISH SPEAKING STUDENTS IN THIS PROGRAM:

L]

1. 3.
2. 4.
PROGRAM cCcD PROGRAM/COURSES TITLE TEACHER(S) NAME: CERTIFICATE
AREA CODE NUMBER
} -,
/

F.S.U. Vocational Education Study
. Document No. 4.1
MAM - 2/81
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DIRECTIONS FOR MARKING YOUR RESPONSES

4

On the following pages you will find a series of standards and
criteria that may or may not be necessary for effective education for
vocational and/ar related subjects with Limited ?sq ighh Proficient
Students ehrolled. You are asked to review your {program for each
criteria in reference to its standsrd. ‘

. There are no right or wrong answers, so do not hesxtate to
respond to- each statement/bxactly'as your situation is.

‘Directions: h

a. Im makxng 3pur responses place a check in the column tha.
most nearly represents the program you are reviewing.

1) Yes --the criteria is met in this pgogram.

-

2) No - the criteria fs not met in this program.

3) ﬁot Applicable (N/A) --the criteria is not approprlate
. for this program

4) To Some Degree --the criteria is not completely met.

5) Used --the method is used in this program

$

' 6) Used to Some Degree --the method is used to some degree,
but not always

7) Not Used --the method is not used in this program

8) Do Not Know --you do not know if the criteria is met

for your program. .

B. In the event that your situation is not described please
. make any comments in the space(s) '‘provided or -on a .separate
sheet of paper.

L)
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WILATIONAL EDuCATILY INSTRLCTIURAL PROuFAM <EViEd .
SCCLPATICHAL PRGFICICNCY &R0 C:‘.’“ NiTY JTLLEtE

“2GGRAM uaJ‘\.TlV:S An& SONSISTENT WITH THE VOCATIONAL €2UCATIGN PPCCRAM
COURSES STANDAARLS - au FOR DETER‘"'HNC ELIGIBILITY =0R ~TE FULDING

- YES 9
A. Duas the su0)ect MALLEr 1n tAl8 SIrIYIAm SHFcesppnd 0 the prodras
description spescified in YOcational Education 2rogram Joucse
Srandarca--1960 for determining €.133bility for weighted FTY
funding? —_— ——

3. Have co)ectives ceen wgitten tO CQuel trne sublect zatter 10
this progeam? — —

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES ARE CONSISTENT WITH YME STANDAROS A3 SPECIFIED
BY THE MAJOR FUNDING SOURCE (FEDERAL CRANT, STATE, OTWER) it Mure 4xip %o L.

263 i

»
A. The funding fOor thie Program ia provided by: (specily)
. y 3
% ’ T R
4. Tne ’u:uoc:h in thia ProJtam corcesponds to the ELogram Jescrip-
tion sm;{g the major funding soutce. — -
& Objectivea have bpem written to covel the suslect matter in the
progres. —_— -
<CURSES 2R UNITS CF INSTRUCTION IN <ThIS PROGRAM ARE SASED ON DEFINED
OR MEASURABLE COI'PETENCIES REQUIRED FOR EMPLOYMENT
¢ s N
A.  The rogram_ provides studente with the needed knowledge. 3xills, and
attitudes cequiced for employment, —_ e
8. The exit competencies of che etudent age :those neceseary {or es~
pioysent in the fleld of training. —_—
o - UsSED
. ™ iome o
Usid occare UstD
<. The sethode/sources chat are seed 1n the development of
courae af units of instruction sre:
1. Task analysie of occupation — — —_—
* 2. avaiisole curriculul quidee -— — —_—
. . . ¢
3. Tentbooke — — —
4.  Lesrning task anslyses — — —_— )
1 d
3. Subject matter expert intefvievs — —_ —_—
6. 3Subject zatter expect committees — — —_—

1. Cbnrvou'ou of workere in occuuuohl area

. Special neede of students

-

. ' Speciel cha:cacterietice of ecudencs
9. Other (Specity)

THE PROGRAM S SUPPORTED 8Y AN ORGANIZED AND ACTIVE ADVISORY CCMMITTEE

4 ° YES N0
A. Ooee thie program have an advisocy comsittee? (IZ ﬁ 90 to Section VY

F}

8. It IES what kxind of adyisory committee servee thie program?

1. A specific county~wide COmmittes for an occupational area. .

1. School/college-wide advisocy committee for all vocational '

. programs.
- L. A2 advisory committee £Of thie wpecific peogram only. ~
— ¢ oOtner (Specity) >

317. :




Lo The umiawfld o0 .9 aalladulyg CalfutREr 4 Lade presitat.on froa e

/ ‘ following sfeds: , Zheck 3. 117 1 YN
, .
Lo LBgeO ecs .L.  Teescnera
3. Supec/i30cs ird Manaqecs — ai. Ctner -3pec:ly!
s

£y

3. tapiovees !

’ , - 4. Formex students \
M 3 __ 5. Present students d
— 6? 7atents (Aigh school lavel,
' . r_/ 1. Accreditation. ztc;man. atwd &uuhca:‘.m‘a Joacd seatecrs
4. Community seadecs B

- #muuuon -

D. The meabecsnip o?m sdvisosy =e-hu’ is representativs of: (check all
N thac apply)

1. Maled —_$%. Hand.capped

2. Ffesaies 7. Gther:apecify’

1. Zeanic Froupe living in cthe aces

4. Aaces living in ths acee

§, 3ucject nattar expects

/. THE PROGRAM IS STAFFED BY QUALIFIED PERSONNEL

L4
she stogram 18 stalled Oy jualifiad TELCHST’3i/ir3tr.cise.s)

A
I (‘m the following aceas: check all shat apply)

1. ‘locational uucaum

— <
2. Jocational lduccugn. English, and tacget unquaqo'(-)
3. Enga:sh as 8 Second Language (ESL} inatruction

4. ZSL @ilinqual person in tarqet lanquagets) ‘gpecify)
S. V..al:,'.cau-.;ul urdecstanding

‘ 8. T™he :nom:/xunneuml quouucauou ere validated Dy: (Checx all chat
N ' seplyl .
3 ( __ 1. [rlorida VB Certification (temporary of standacd)
l . __ 3. Appraved by local school board of LoArd Of trustess,
” " __ 1. negulaz or temporery ¢iccids *eschec’s cestificate .
. with other than appfupfiate Coverage: has et ali
3 . M Jteupational axpecience (equicements prescgibed se 8
. . peerequiaite tO eppIoOpriate certification., and née teen
’ - approved by the scnool odoerd to tescn out-of~field
, 7 ™ some
: I3 _DfGME KO
- <. Your prbgzas 1p staffcd by qualafied supportive pecsonnel:
v B 2 MO skip to VI, if u or 10 SOME JZGREE check all that
appiy _— — —_
] - 1+ Guidsnce Counselok (e)
. — Nolu‘.tm in Emylish and tacget language(e)
. — 3. occupational smuuum
8. DFroficieat in Cnglish and tacqet unquqo(o)
3. Passproteseionalis)
I_ — 8. Bbilingual tn Snglish and target langquage(s) -~
3 ' - |
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




- N .
L]
.»
- B
.
. & o
| i | ’ |
rd / ‘ .
\J : 4 ’
- ’ P -
> . .- . .. . ' '
R . TeE -0l TS SABLES P M Cik T el TC & T ST
. c s Lhe £ alaR o, LRIVESL B Cawdf® 0 tTe o @74 P PN 1@ W . be
neiL w T, Beligd @ o8l LB Fabd@ T2 @ oo JU3Ey o PRTE TS R ST S PN )
'
AppEopiiate = L
ApPIOptiete "0 oM@ 30jie8 T .
. wt soptOopf.ate 190 secLpetiona. atwd o )
) wot Applicable~ /A = = 4
. « g
, s I
- . ‘\ '
- ~ ."
- \\
- ’l(’;. S
N % -
. \&, ~. (o]
, » - — '
' ‘ | '
’,

ha ] PEGILE ‘w
3. asetsocas, Iressing fooms. etc. ate conveniently loceted
and essy to wie DY!

1. Male students
2. reasle etidente .

1. Payeically nandicapped studente —_— —_— j

: 5
e AestioOms, Jreseinqg rooms. eafety directicne and chatte age
clesgly nagxed: ' -
Y

1. Tre languageis) Jsed to 1dentily thes ate:

- . Zoglish onl

I . s oy
' b. Target ianguaqeis) only

| - c. Emgiish and tasget lenquage (e}

d. Iaternaticnal syspole

e. OSthet (specaly) .
Yil, INSTRUCTIONAL RES&KES ARE USED TO MEET PROGRAM OBUECTIVES

A. Does this program have che following instructional cesources
needed for studente to attain proyian cojectives?

) X 1. Instructignal matesiale .

a. lascructional materials are wEittsh in :
- i E

: ’. __l.a_Enqlien only
2.6 Emlish and arqet lanquage (s}
L]

J.a Tazqet ".mqu.qu:s) snly

i.a Cosponente of English and target lanquage(e)

-+ needed foc oc&.pation le.3.. ti1i.guad .

l s secretacy)
. . o matsriaia f2¢ Wwae

5. "Englieh 36 & secend langual
progcan.

- . Audio viauas aatersala (If NO sxip %@ 3., it YOS t;l
_ 70 SOME OEGREE check one)
1. Ynglisn only
. 7. poglien and tagget ianguaqe(e)

0y

N ' J.  TerjeiL ranfudqeisl anly
. . ¥
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3. 1A8SLuC:iCNAL RALEFLELS .n tRis PLuGLLM 08 None
3isceiminatofy in centent towagd:

L. “alee
1. Females
J. Racee

"4. Handicepped
S. LEthric Groupe .
. 6. Limited English Spedking
2. Towis and Equipment {

2. Tools end equipment in this proqras are simailec
o those used iR Dusiness snd industry

b. Tools and equipment nave the necessasy ssfety
devices .

c. 1f toole snd equipment DEESK, 8eIvice ie sveil-
aole fof cepaite

.

4. wotn, brosen, of outdsced toRls and quipssnt
are seplaced

3. Coagumab.e supplies

4. Related resources (squipment, livestock, hulan sub~
Jjecte. otc. ,

$. Other (specify)

VIl RECRUITMENT AND onmtﬁxm MROCEDURES ARE OPERATIONAL

A

Crientation sessions sce held to acquaint etudents with

the progcas BEFORE ADMISSION (If NQ or N/A ekip fo B)

1f {23 or TQ the steff that pacticipste in
the ofiemtation ager (Chech sll that spply)

1. Guidance personnel

1. Vocational instructole

3. Nuleilingual etaff
4. Othec (epecify)

Prinzed of ientation materisle are provided to the prospece
tive studines for thie pcogram (If NO ac N/A skip w O)

1. 1t Y53 ot 10 SONE DRGAJX the lanquege(s) 1s/ares
s. Lmlish oaly
b. Tazqet language(e) oaly

. Lnglish and tacgec language.s.
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8.

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Radio and TV (If 1O ok DO NOT FNOW snip to I}

e

8.2

.

a.d

Newspapers (If NQO of CQ NOT KNOW erip tO °

b.d

n.2

5.3

<o COMRUNILY Fe3CJESEe M@ included L. picvide Jnfordae
£100 53 Prospective stuuentd

i The SOMBUNITY CuaOUECES used efe:

Zn9l.sh only
Tacgec lanquageis) cnly

Engl.an and tacrget ianguagels)

English lanquage only
Tercet languagels) only

Soth Caglisa and target lanquagets)

social Orqenizations (If YO of 0 QT

Pal]
c.d
c.2
e.d

C. 4

0. Asl students

cluding:
! L i, Males
1. Pesales

3kap to D)

Socisl service agenciss
Sthnic clube

Outreach recruitasnt staff

other (specify)

.

ace sncoursged to enter the progras in-

a

3. BRuhnie qroups-living in the sres

4. Races u-u.rq in Lhe srea

$. Limited Englisn Speaking

§. Handicapped

[X. ACMISSION mcqmes FCR THIS PROGRAM ARE OPERATICNAL .

A. Academic precequisites are specified for students .If
NQ exip to X, if Y8 or IO JOME DEGAEE the lanquagets)

is/acm

-

Erqlish only

Terqet language plus some Lnglish krowledge
un.u.a plus sops knowiedge of tacqet languageis)
Target linguage(s) only

8. Students encolled in the program are 8t proper grads

level as specified in the Course Code Dicectory -
Puslic Scnosls 190081

3]
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o
e
N

g,
-

0, 8 etitien 1uBCifiCaTIN BVEBL.4u.@ tOf ®BCH
student rot encalled at yrade ls.el?
.

+
)

XES  OEGREL hQ  N:A

S - I
3. The admi18sion procedures 354 Jde/si0ped bF-  (cneck all
chac spply) .

—ke Ad-xm;unml '
P . —ds Mvisory Comsittee

3. Scumselors: >
; . ' 4. Tesopers .
' ’ -3 Ither (specify)

€. Teachers(s) aesiet in the selection of students wno
sntat the progras

A} * ‘ —— —— —

X, CLASS ENAOLLMENT IS A FACTCR WHICH PBﬂTSﬂ'EATYAIN'
. MONT OF PROGRAM CBUECTIVES BY EACH STUDENT

l A.” Coes the aumcer of persons earclled in the class per-

34t the sttainment of progras adjectives?

»

.
Ab.  INSTRUCTION IS MW#E IN ORDER TO ASSIST STUDENTS IN
VEETING PROGRAM ECTIVES

A. What are the predominant sethod (s) Of instruction? .
(check sll tnat apply)

—ule A specified pericd of time is sllosated to each
N S0usse unit aml studqNts are eupected te sagter
the Bsteridl within s ctise period (time based)

. w3 Irstruction is varied to accommadate individual
lsernang styles of students

—ie Students progress st theis own rate through s
series of tashs (competency-ossed)

8. The language(s) 1n the imstruction of students is/are:
icheck 2ne)
b3

- -1 Englian only -
. ——?s Tarqget lamguageie) onl‘y

). EMlish and carget language(s)
<. The instructionsli -n‘u is compnsed of: (check one) -

-t lAStructor whe speshs English only

-aAguege(s) (specity)

—-3¢ Instzuctor who spesks English only and »
poraprotessionsl wno ypeans Laglish snd
' tacget languageis) (epesify) hd R

l . i+ 1P8tI00C0¢ who speaks English snd ‘tarqet

. ___0'. instructes and & pazeprofessionsl who spesk Ing- \ .
_J - 1ia ane target language(s) (spesify)

. Instsuates Pacaprofeesicnal

—3  Instzuctor -un. English and warget .
languegeis) and‘S pasapsefessionsl spesking
Smlish oaly (spesity)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[[lifc - ‘ , '3’22
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- R - -
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. v g \' .
. [§ ¢ .
° ~a
. La .
( . - h ‘ -
- 0. what 13 the 0?(“@.1.“‘ Lol ul .vdluu( [V Y . .
tALS pwqu.n . .Check i}
. b, A student's parformance is lowpaied ¢.CN . .
, ~ chat of ostnar students rot3-retecenced:.
.
e A student's cerformance .3 Joapated vitn
- ® & predeterzined stamiacd .Cricerion rec~ “
* eranced). 4 - ¢
. 0 30KZ
. E.".'uuont organitation sctivities are irncluded 1a tne pro-
Icams lnluuenoml cemponent — —
7. the veunmt student urjaniiat.ons age lumtltd oy
oudqeted neneoh tunds. —_— —
3. Coopetative of on-the=)od uuuucuon iey ptovided fac
sll n'r.uuoau when needed. . — _—
1], PLACEMENT SERVICES ARE PROVIDED TO PAOGRAM COMPLETERS OR
LEAVERS
A. 'l'o; placesent of students is the reepondability of:
- ichecx sll that spply)
—1. Vocational iastructor
‘ [ -+ Cooperative sducation caotdinator
1. Guidanced counselor
.4 Occupational specialist
_3. Sudent tiaself/hersalt
__¢. Dicector/Prinoipal
. k]
1. County Supszvieos
4. Other .sppaify) h '
3.9 ™ pl of students who completeor lesve the progcam -
18 furcher assisted Dy the following eqenciss: .check all
that sppiy) N .
' __1. Tlotida Starse Beployment Services
. __3. Mvisery Committes mesters -
—J. Poteatial employsss in businecs and industry
__4. Ewnnic group orgenisations .
—3. Mone of the sbeve . )
5. Doa’t know : .
e+ Other (specity)

e

Ald for placemest ia pedvided Lor progcan leavess ond
completers.:

1. Aud is peovided equally foe:

Males / ‘__ —

8.
». Pemales . — o
¢. NIASEity sthnie §roup sembels — _
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, XL,

xlv.

N f. pendicapped.

(’ﬂ
R . . JREE 3
d. RiInOE.T/ .-\:'. et el

%
e. L.arced Lng.iisn Spessing _{ e —

TATA FROM FOLLOW=UP STUDIES ARE USED TO MAKE DECISIONS REGARD-
ING CLRRICLAR AND PROGRAM REVISION .

A. 3tudents ics informed of the importance of followsup
studies .

2. Students ste infcrmed of foliow-up peccwdures —_ —_—

o

Tsachers, 1n8tzuctors (écsive placemsnt & fo0liow-up .nfora= .
ation fram students and esployecs sacn year —_— — —

0. It yE§ or 19 3JOME DEGREE. how 18 this information used?
tchack all tnat apply) |

1. NKaking peogfas changes

3. Sharing with ‘oud of Trustees (C.C.level oniy)
-
3. Sharing with Advisory Comsittee

S. Sharing with etudents cuccently entolled in the
progran
S

E. <Teachase sssist in contscting former studeats _— — —

mumsmms AND SUPERVISCRY PERSONNEL PROVICE ASSISTANCE
IN FROGRAM MAINTENANCE ND IMPROYEMENT .

A. Have adEinistrative of SUPervisory persons provided direct
assistance to thie progcam?

8. If YE$ st 10 SOME QEGRER, was assistance provided when

cequested? . — —— —

LN

C. I YB§ or TQ SOnE OLGRER , aseistince vas provided by:

Natuze of Aseistance

. (check all that apply)
tnatzuctional Program Inatructional - Jthers
xechods Contenty ReSOUL SN
. lLocal Director of Vo= * .
cetional Tducation . -
. v
2. County level Vocation= . b
al Supetviace 2
3. School Ptincipal ot *
Lisectos P o
4. M;uunt Peincipel
S. Othes(Specify)
L3
. -
‘ -

1. Discuss with schbol/college administrecors < /\
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L4
o
¢, CPPATUNITIES SOR STAFF (MPOIVEMENT SRS PPOVIZED (N . .
AlTn MEESS OF THE TEXCHER\S/
' St 70 s EURY
A afe the seacf developaent reeds Sf Te4Chers in this ] p
pCojcan assessea? (If NQ of LU QT TiCw, sxip to B
C) - . —— — ——— — o
3. The staff Jevelopment neede Of those respansibie 3¢
. the progcan 3se assessed 13 zhe Z0ilwing aceds: - .
T —ls Calturel undécetanding,
——te Vocational update . ’
)+ TFotein lanquage exilis to-
~ s Imlizn langusge stills i
- 3¢ Instructionsl secthodoloyy * .
& Otrer (speecity)
. . .
S.  Insscvice staff development workahops sfe peovided — —_— “
S.  insec7iCe adsinistrative develcpRent wIksaops efe -
provided _— . -
2. loesl funds ars pravided for trevel te statf: deveiop~ °
BOAS agtivities — — — —_— .
* *
X1, SUMWATIVE EVALLATION (to the dest of your ¥nowledgé) s
. . ’ .
A. The jeccentage of students that complete your projcas is:
2. ™ve-percencage of completsrs that are employed in tns field 1
fer waich they received treining of celated arese s B
3. The petcentage of studerts who JO not complete the prograam '
- (isavers) 18: ’ - S
0. 'The peccentage of lesvers that ase employed in the.fteld for
which they ceceived raiming o a telated ecea is:
. €. The peccCentage of amplstere end/of leavets that sce snadie . .
tO eAter the isbar ascket (€.G .+ 30CELGN Students) .3: '
. Vi1, INCCEKE °F WTSTADING SUCCESS OF PARTICIPANTS (CPTIONAL)
if thete sce any specifl students vou would llke to mention;, plesse -
9ive 1nfoFBation aDOUE D@ student's succese - Teationing wnat vind
3¢ guccess was achieved, in what fisld success was/obtained, snd vny R -
you believe hs/she vas sn nding . -
" * ~
- -
. . ‘
Ld ? L[]
=) .
. .
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7 ,-492°3) ¢l speaxk Ind jour araticiaerey-
7
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Gative Joca 4 ke
'
-4 ¢
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S
“drgeages 3ponen 1n your classies) . N
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+) n, ’
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Lrnnlc Groups in Class.as) (e.G., Mexican, Cuoan: :
1
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F.§.J. vocational Id.,caticn Study .
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.
ACL® e T,TC.oh3 On wre Salf-%Traluatiun forn .esr 2 a
expaiTit?

L2 59, wrat suggestions wou.d you make <o .PErove .nes?

<

~as the Information for “ompleting the Seif-Study Porn clesr
inc explicit?

1f do, what suggdstions would you aake to mpto'vi shea?

P

L

were thete any standaris and/or Criter:z <hat you teiiove
should De added or delited 2:z0m this instrument?

12 Yes, please ipecify them:

Y0 you believe this instrupentwill provide the following
informacion:

a. Determine :f the trogras meets the needs, interests,

and ab.lities of students.

[t No, ‘what addu:orl‘ would 7ou suggest to cotain ~
this information? :

.. Ceteraine if che program sacisfies cthe requissments
of the occupation or occupational fieid in which the
trainuny ia given. .

Iz No, 'what additions would you suggest “o obtain chis
anforaation? '

"]
A

&
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[ ~ ¢. oserzz~i » 1f tne Jrogram Teets the raguirotencd set for .-
. " Ly the 3t . Board of Zducation for the operation °f soca- .
& .
sicnal edu.aticn srojrams and thest reiated zress. -
- - . .
' I »0. wnat 3uggestions would vou maxe to ODTain Tild - .
information? g
R > ¥
. -
- ) . ;
’ o you have 40y other suggestions that woula improve this 1nstr.ment? —
(Zf any, please specify): . .
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